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PUBLISHER'S NOTE 


This is the complete text of what the author calls a “disserta¬ 
tion,” written during Imre Nagy’s forced retirement in 1955 
and 1956 after he had been ousted from his position as Premier 
and expelled from the Central Committee. It was directly ad¬ 
dressed to his former colleagues on the Central Committee and 
indirectly to Hungary’s Russian overlords. A copy of the origi¬ 
nal mimeographed document was smuggled out of Hungary in 
the spring of 1957. It is unquestionably authentic. In July, 1957, 
it was also printed clandestinely in Hungary by Nagy’s friends 
and distributed throughout the country. 

The book is a statement of principles, policies, and plans—set 
forth by one Communist for consumption by other Communists 
—that is meant to justify Nagy’s “New Course” program and 
to establish the need for liberalization within the framework 
of Communism. What is most significant, as revealed in this 
book and in the events in Hungary which followed its writing, 
is that the power-mad oligarchy of Communist rulers denied 
the Hungarian people the measure of freedom Nagy sought to 
give them, and that Nagy, the idealist, his faith unshaken, writ¬ 
ing as a devoted Communist calling upon the words of Marx, 
Lenin, and even Stalin, to support his tenets and programs, 
clinging to Communist theory as the only salvation of mankind, 
was himself repudiated and crushed, denounced as a heretic 
by his associates who, as practical and genuine Communists, 
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obeyed only their own motivation of ruthless application of 
power. 

Imre Nagy is best remembered in the West as the Premier- 
of-a-week in revolution-torn Hungary last October; the last 
hope of a Hungarian Communist Party desperately seeking to 
placate the rising tide of the people’s demand for freedom. At 
that moment in history he emerged as a symbol of liberalism 
within the Communist movement. The precedent for this had 
been established earlier, during Nagy’s less well known Premier¬ 
ship, when, from July, 1953, to March, 1955, he had introduced 
a new set of liberalizing policies wdiich became known as the 
“New Course.” 

The tragic irony of the book and of Nagy’s position is that 
his program, though couched in Communist terminology, but¬ 
tressed with the Communist scriptures, and proposed as the 
only “correct” application of theory as opposed to Rakosi’s 
“deviations,” is in direct opposition to all the realities of Com¬ 
munism, and Nagy cannot see this. More clearly than any 
document or statement that has come out of the Communist 
world, Nagy’s argument reveals the insoluble contradictions 
besetting Communist dogma and practice. 

Nagy’s book is a crushing indictment of the policies of a 
satellite government imitating and sometimes even refining 
the total slavery practiced in the USSR. Unfortunately, Nagy’s 
picture of Hungary under Rakosi is also the picture of Hungary 
under Kadar, whose government and its political police is 
replete with the same power-drunk bureaucrats and callous 
murderers who previously served Rdkosi. It has reverted very 
quickly to the methods and fabrications of the Rakosi period. 

Frederick A. Praeger 



FOREWORD 


by HUGH SETON-WATSON 


The author of this book, Imre Nagy, is a veteran Communist. 
The Hungarian Communist Party was founded at the end of 
1918, largely from Hungarian soldiers captured by the Russian 
Army between 1914 and 1917 who joined the Bolsheviks and 
were indoctrinated by them. In March, 1919, the Hungarian 
Communists were able to seize power, but by August they had 
been driven out by a Rumanian invasion. The Communist 
Party had had a good deal of support at first, chiefly among the 
Budapest workers but partly also among nationalists of all 
classes who hoped that Russian help would enable them to 
defend their country against the territorial claims of neighbor¬ 
ing states—Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Yugoslavia. The military 
collapse of August, 1919, ended these hopes, there was a general 
revulsion of opinion against the Communists, and the minority 
of workers and intellectuals who remained loyal to the Party 
were finally persecuted by the police of the very conservative 
government that now ruled in Budapest. During the following 
decades the leading Communists were in exile, either in Central 
Europe (Austria, Germany, or Czechoslovakia) or in Moscow. 
Fifteen of these years Imre Nagy spent in Moscow, where he 
studied agricultural problems, wrote propaganda articles, and 
broadcast to Hungary. 

In 1944-1945 the Soviets, pursuing Hitler’s armies in retreat, 
occupied Hungary. In their baggage train came a small band 
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of Hungarian Communists. Their leader was Matyas Rakosi, 
who had been a junior minister in the 1919 government. 
Among them was Imre Nagy. As a specialist on agrarian prob¬ 
lems, he was given the post of Minister of Agriculture in the 
postwar government. In this capacity he was responsible for 
carrying out the Land Reform of 1945. This was an important 
measure, for in prewar Hungary nearly half the cultivated land 
had belonged to a small number of great landowners, and more 
than three million Hungarians were either landless farm 
laborers or owners of tiny plots of land too small to support 
a family. Ever since the end of the nineteenth century Hun¬ 
garian democrats had been urging a redistribution of land, but 
without success. The 1945 Land Reform put an end to the 
estates and gave land to hundreds of thousands of peasant 
families. The Reform was strongly supported by all the demo¬ 
cratic parties that in 1945 formed a coalition government with 
the Communists (Social Democrats, Small Farmers’, and Na¬ 
tional Peasants). But by giving the Ministry of Agriculture to 
a member of their Party, the Communists were able to claim 
more than their share of credit for the reform. Recently (in 
the summer of 1957) the Soviet puppet rulers of Hungary have 
claimed that the reform was really the work not of Imre Nagy 
but of Marshal Voroshilov, who headed the Soviet occupation 
administration. Curiously enough, there is some truth in this 
assertion. The Land Reform was in fact prepared by the Soviet 
authorities and rushed through in an arbitrary manner for 
political reason, without regard for economic conditions. Never¬ 
theless, there is no doubt that the principle of agiarian reform 
was very close to the heart of Nagy, and that he considered its 
achievement a culmination of his career to that time. Also, 
though the Hungarian peasants were for the most part not 
deceived by Communist Party demagogy, they remembered the 
name of Nagy with gratitude. 

In the autumn of 1945 a general election was held, and in 
spite of the presence of Soviet troops the vote was free. The 
Hungarian people refused to be intimidated, and 57 per cent 
of their votes went to the moderate Small Farmers’ Party, only 
17 per cent to the Communists. Marshal Voroshilov however 
refused to allow the Small Farmers to form a government alone, 
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as was their undoubted constitutional right. He had only agreed 
to the vote being free in return for a promise that the coalition 
would be maintained, and that the Communists would share 
in power. After the election he went further, and demanded 
that the key post of Minister of Interior, which controlled the 
police, should go to a Communist. The person chosen for this 
post was Imre Nagy. He did not however hold it for long. He 
was replaced by Laszlo Rajk, a tougher and more cruel charac¬ 
ter, who carried through the establishment of a one-party 
Communist dictatorship. In the first months of 1947 the Small 
Farmers’ Party was broken. Several of their parliamentary 
deputies were arrested in connection with a frame-up “plot,” 
tortured, and made to confess treason. The General Secretary 
of the Party, and its most fearless and able leader, B61a Kovacs, 
was arrested by the Soviet security police and deported to the 
Soviet Union. By the summer of 1947 the Party was led only 
by complaisant individuals who took orders not from the Party 
membership but from the Communist leader Rakosi, and mo¬ 
bilized their freightened remnant of parliamentary support to 
do his bidding. During the same period Communist pressure 
on the Social Democrat Party was tightened. In February, 1948, 
the independent-minded leaders of their original left wing 
(Anna Kethly and Antal Ban) were expelled on Communist 
orders, and in June the leaders of the rump party solemnly 
voted it out of existence by “fusion” with the Communist Party. 
The Party now changed its name to the Hungarian Workers’ 
Party, but it was entirely controlled by the Communist apparatj 
headed by the four former Muscovite exiles to whom Nagy, in 
the present work, frequently refers as “the foursome”--Matyas 
Rakosi, Ernb Gero, Joseph R6vai, and Mihaly Farkas. Of these 
four, however, the undoubted boss was Rakosi. 

A new period began in 1949. In that year the Communist 
leaders openly proclaimed their intention of collectivizing agri¬ 
culture—that is, of taking away from the peasants the land that 
the 1945 reform had given them, and subjecting them to un¬ 
limited economic pressure in the interests of the Communist 
Party’s general plans of total power. In the summer of 1948 
Moscow had broken with the Yugoslav Communists, and Hun¬ 
gary, like the other East European satellites, was obliged to 
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sever all economic relations with Yugoslavia in 1949. The 
excommunication of Marshal Tito and his colleagues by the 
infallible high priest of Marxism-Leninism, Marshal Stalin, led 
to a fierce campaign against “nationalist deviation” in the Com¬ 
munist Parties of Eastern Europe. This gave Rakosi the oppor¬ 
tunity to rid himself of the only member of his Party who could 
challenge his power by virtue of his position and his fighting 
record—Laszlo Rajk. 

In 1948 Rajk was transferred from the Ministry of Interior 
to the much less powerful post of Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
and soon afterward he was arrested. After a long period of both 
torture and persuasion, Rajk was “ready” for a short trial, 
carefully modeled on the Soviet examples of 1936-1938. Accord¬ 
ing to a most circumstantial account by refugees from the 1956 
revolution, who were personally acquainted with members of 
the Central Committee of the Party, Rajk was promised his 
life and liberty, under a new name in another country, pro¬ 
vided he would confess in public to a long list of wildly im¬ 
probable crimes. The man chosen to persuade Rajk to do this 
was a close friend, Janos Kadar, who succeeded him as Minister 
of Interior. Rajk kept his part of the bargain, but Rakosi 
betrayed him, with or without the previous knowledge of Kadar. 
It is typical of Rakosi’s character that he arranged that Rajk 
should be hanged under the window of the cell in which his 
wife was imprisoned, so that she could hear the whole pro¬ 
ceeding. 

During the years 1949-1952 tens of thousands of members of 
the Party were arrested. They included friends of Rajk, but 
for the most part had little connection with him. Among them 
were former Social Democrats, of two types—weak dupes who 
had surrendered to Communist pressure or believed Communist 
promises, like the former President of the Republic, Arpad 
Szakasits, and active traitors to Social Democracy, who had 
systematically undermined their party, like Gyorgy Marosan, 
who survived to reappear as traitor for the second time in 
1956 together with Kadar. Many of these arrested Communists 
and Socialists, factory workers or intellectuals, were subjected 
to physical and mental tortures designed to turn them into 
frightened animals deprived of human dignity or personality. 
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Plenty of evidence of the bestialities and humiliations perpe¬ 
trated by the security police (AHV) was revealed during the 
1956 revolution. Perhaps the most astonishing part of the 
whole story is that so many survived, not only physically but 
mentally and morally as well. 

But suffering was of course not confined to members or 
fellow travelers of the Party. Mass collectivization, which by 
1952 had affected about one-third of Hungary’s peasants, was 
accompanied by much brutality, injustice, and robbery against 
the farming population. The forced industrialization, imposed 
by the Five-Year Plan that began in 1949, laid heavy burdens 
on the factory workers and miners. In 1951, as a result of the 
Soviet demand for still more heavy industry and more military 
expenditure in connection with the international dangers 
brought on by the Communist aggression in North Korea, the 
industrial targets were still further increased. The years 1951 
and 1952 were the worst of all for the Hungarian people. To 
all their other sufferings were added mass deportations of fami¬ 
lies from Budapest to miserable quarters in villages or to 
forced-labor camps. This measure was directed chiefly at mem¬ 
bers of the prewar middle classes or landowning gentry, but it 
gave the security police ample opportunity of paying off per¬ 
sonal scores against their enemies of any social class. Those 
who took over the apartments and houses of the deported were 
the members of the new privileged elite, especially Rakosi’s 
praetorian guard of torturers from the police and slave-driving 
factory managers. 

In 1952 Hungary had a full-blooded totalitarian regime, 
closely modeled on the Soviet prototype. In one respect it was 
closer to its original than any other East European satellite 
regime. As the Soviet regime was a personal autocracy of Stalin, 
so the Hungarian regime was a personal autocracy of Rakosi. 
The party leadership was very thoroughly purged so as to leave 
in it only the servile creatures of the boss. This can be clearly 
seen from a study of personnel at the Central Committee level. 
Of ninety-two persons who were members of the Central Com¬ 
mittee between 1949 and 1954, only forty-six were still mem¬ 
bers in 1954. About half of these were removed between 1949 
and the Second Congress of the Party in 1951, and half in the 
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following period, probably in 1952. This rate of turnover—50 
per cent—was exceeded only in the leadership of the Czecho¬ 
slovak Communist Party, where in approximately the same 
period it was nearly 60 per cent. On the lower levels of the 
Party apparatus information is insufficient. The personal as¬ 
cendancy of Rakosi in the Hungarian Party was however far 
greater than that of his opposite number, Klement Gottwald, 
in the Czechoslovak Party. When Gottwald died in 1953, 
second-rank men were available to take over as a “collective 
leadership.” P>ut in Hungary there was no one except Rakosi. 
His supremacy ensured the advantages of ruthless leadership, 
but the Party’s complete dependence on one man was a source 
of weakness. 

The death of Stalin in March, 1953, was a decisive event for 
the history of Hungary as well as of the other satellites. His 
successors fumbled toward a milder policy. The combination 
of mass discontent with uncertainty as to future leadership 
caused the violent demonstrations by Czech workers in Plzen 
in early June, and the much more widespread workers’ rising 
in Eastern Germany two weeks later. This in turn, by dis¬ 
crediting the Soviet security police, provided the occasion for 
the overthrow of Beria in Moscow. The whole future of policy 
in the satellite countries was uncertain. The Soviet leaders 
decided that economic concessions, a “New Course,” were 
urgently needed, and the country in which they decided to go 
furthest was Hungary. The instrument of the new policy was 
to be Imre Nagy. 

From 1947 onward Imre Nagy had retreated into the back¬ 
ground. Though he had continued to hold a high position in 
the Party hierarchy and had never been under arrest, he had 
not been given any important governmental duties. He had 
certainly disapproved of the Rajk “trial” and of the breach 
with Yugoslavia, but it seems that he was prudent enough to 
hold his tongue. One of the most interesting revelations of this 
book is that his selection in June, 1953, as Prime Minister in 
place of Rdkosi was made by the Soviet leaders themselves. 
“It must be stated that it was not M<ityas Rakosi but the Soviet 
comrades, Malenkov, Molotov, and Khrushchev, who recom¬ 
mended what Rakosi and all members of the Hungarian dele- 
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gation [in Moscow—ed.] accepted with approbation. Thus, 
Rikosi . . . bears no responsibility at all for my nomination.** 
The separation of the Premiership and the First Secretaryship 
of the Party of course followed the recent Soviet model. Stalin 
had held both offices, but his successors, after a significant gap 
of a few days, had decided to divide them, giving the first to 
Malenkov and the second to Khrushchev. In Hungary, where 
Rdkosi held both offices, he had to give up one. He decided to 
keep the First Secretaryship, but a Premier had to be found. 
Imre Nagy’s account of the Soviet leaders’ comment on R^ikosi’s 
attitude at this time is interesting. Malenkov, he claims, said, 
“Wc asked, 'Whom do you recommend as your deputy?’ He 
could name no one. He had objections to everyone whose name 
was mentioned; he had something against everyone. Everyone 
was suspect except him alone. This appalled us very much.” 
Molotov said of the same discussion with Rakosi, “He wanted 
a Premier who would have no voice in the making of decisions.** 

Appointed by the Soviet leaders, Imre Nagy introduced 
radical changes. The peasants were to receive far more economic 
help, and they were to be allowed to leave collective farms. 
Where a majority of the members of a collective farm wished 
to dissolve it, this was to be permitted. The pace of industriali¬ 
zation was to be reduced. Police terror was relaxed, deported 
persons were gradually allowed to return home (thougli they 
did not recover their former dwellings), many arrested persons 
were released. Nagy also called for better treatment of intellec¬ 
tuals and for toleration of religion. During the next year and 
a half he did his best to put these policies into practice. But 
though Rdkosi accepted them in principle and in public, he 
opposed them in practice. Already his speech of July 11, 1953, 
by its different emphasis and tone, suggested disagreement with 
Nagy’s speech of July 4. This impression of Western observers 
at the time is now confirmed by Nagy. He also confirms the 
belief then held by Western observers that the apparatus of 
the Party, still firmly controlled by Rakosi, sabotaged the Pre¬ 
mier’s work. Among other things, Rdkosi was able to ensure 
that the June, 1953, resolution of the Central Committee, 
which strongly criticized previous policies, was not made public. 

Rdkosi bided his time. In February, 1955, Malenkov was 
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removed from the Premiership of the Soviet Union. Whether 
(as seems possible from internal evidence) Nagy enjoyed some 
personal protection from Malenkov, or whether it was merely 
that Rdkosi shrewdly used a moment of uncertainty in Moscow 
to reassert his autocracy, it is certain that he acted quickly and 
to good effect. He was helped by the fact that Nagy was then in 
poor health. In the spring of 1955 the latter was removed from 
his office, his “errors” were publicly denounced in resolutions 
of the Central Committee, and he was expelled from the Polit¬ 
buro and the Central Committee. In November he was expelled 
from the Party. However he was not arrested. A return to the 
unlimited terror of 1951-1952 was no longer possible. The 
Soviet leaders were now determined to reconcile themselves 
with Yugoslavia, and Marshal Tito was determined that part 
of his price was to be the disgrace of his bitter enemy Rakosi. 
The Hungarian boss was thus on the defensive. Khrushchev’s 
denunciation of Stalin at the Twentieth Congress of the Com¬ 
munist Party of the Soviet Union in February, 1956, weakened 
Rakosi still further, and on July 18, 1956, he was forced to 
resign as First Secretary. This, however, was not the end of 
the story. The weakness of the Party, hitherto concealed by the 
impressive figure of Rakosi, rapidly became apparent. In 
October the whole regime collapsed. 

The present work was written by Imre Nagy in the period 
between his disgrace in the spring of 1955 and the fall of Rakosi 
in July, 1956. It is especially interesting in relation to its 
author’s views on four subjects—industrialization, agriculture, 
foreign policy, and the problem of police terror and dictator¬ 
ship. 

He defends himself vehemently against the accusation that 
he was against industrialization in general or the priority of 
heavy industry in particular. In this he is obviously correct. 
No intelligent person could doubt that Hungary needed and 
needs industrial development, or that there must be a certain 
emphasis on the production of capital goods. But Nagy rightly 
objected to the absurd exaggeration of Rakosi’s industrial 
policy. This concentrated not only on production of capital 
goods, but specifically on capital goods designed to produce 
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Other capital goods. There was thus a shortage not only of con¬ 
sumer goods but of capital goods required for the later produc¬ 
tion of consumer goods. The workers’ standard of living was 
ruthlessly sacrificed to the achievement of heavy-industry tar¬ 
gets. “Economies” were made at the expense of workers’ wages 
and of social services. As Nagy points out, Rakosi promised 
during the Five-Year Plan (1949-1953) to raise the workers’ 
standard of living by 50 per cent. In fact, however, though 
industrial output doubled during this period (from 150 to 
300, if the level of 1938 be taken as 100), and labor productivity 
increased by 63 per cent, wages remained approximately at the 
1949 level, and the standard of living thus steadily fell until 
1953. Nagy claims that under his New Course policy it rose by 
15 per cent, but this of course, as he realized, was far less than 
the rise in output or in productivity. Thus on the one hand the 
working class was impoverished, while on the other hand 
dangerous maladjustments were created between branches of 
industry, which gravely distorted the whole Hungarian econ¬ 
omy. The Hungarian rulers pursued a policy of autarky, com¬ 
peting needlessly with neighboring countries rather than 
pursuing a specialization in certain fields, which would have 
been economically far more profitable. This policy was generally 
characteristic of all the satellite states in these years, and was 
caused partly by the priority for military needs after the out¬ 
break of war in Korea, partly by considerations of prestige, and 
partly no doubt by the personal obsessions of Stalin (though 
Nagy prudently refrains from mentioning this factor). It is 
however most interesting that he records that after Stalin’s 
death the Soviet leaders themselves expressed thir dismay at 
Rakosi’s industrial policies. In June, 1953, in Moscow, he writes 
that Mikoyan spoke of “a certain adventurous spirit” in Hun¬ 
garian economic planning, and criticized “the excessive de¬ 
velopment of your own iron-smelting industry. Hungary has 
no iron ore, no coke. All this must be imported. No one in 
Hungary has figured out yet exactly the price of a ton of iron 
ore and steel in Hungary. Hungary is building foundries for 
which no one has yet promised to supply the ore. In 1952, for 
instance, there was a shortage of 700,000 tons of coke.” In 1954 
Kaganovich declared, at a conference in Moscow with Hun- 
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garian leaders, “Earlier mistakes in economic policy have not 
yet been corrected completely. The proportion between heavy 
and light industries is almost the same as in the past. You 
wanted to build socialism, on which we hav^e been working for 
thirty-five years, too rapidly. The situation is entirely different 
in Russia than it is in Hungary, and you do not want to recog¬ 
nize this fact.” 

Nagy tried to remedy these errors. But he was not helped by 
Soviet trade policy. Trade conferences with the Soviet Union 
and the other satellites in the second half of 1954 revealed that 
in 1955 Hungary would get from these sources only 50 per cent 
of the raw materials and other essential goods that she had had 
in 1954. But as it had already been decided to reduce imports 
from the “capitalist” countries in 1955, Hungary required more 
from the Soviet Union and the satellites than she had had in 
1954. Nagy’s policies were made still more difficult by the 
interference of an Economic Policy Committee of the Party, 
over which he had no control. It was managed by Rakosi’s 
close collaborator Ger5, and took action without consulting the 
Prime Minister. Even within the Council of Ministers, matters 
of foreign trade were removed from the Premier’s jurisdiction 
and entrusted to Gero, in his capacity of First Deputy Premier. 

Agriculture was Nagy’s special field. On assuming office, he 
found a desparate situation here. Agriculture had been neg¬ 
lected by the government except as a source of revenue. Invest¬ 
ments had been negligible, and forced collectivization had 
driven the peasants to passive resistance. As a result, in the 
spring of 1953 approximately one million acres, more than 10 
per cent of the arable land of the country, remained untilled. 
This situation Nagy resolved to remedy by giving the peasants 
strong material incentives, by reducing violent pressure upon 
them, and by persuading them that the government no longer 
regarded them as its enemies. 

Nagy strongly defends himself against the accusation, made 
in the resolutions of March and April, 1955, that he opposed 
the development of cooperative farming and favored individual 
peasant ownership of land. He even goes so far as to claim that 
the Danish system of agricultural cooperatives, which he 
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describes as “capitalist,” had ruined “Denmark’s working 
peasants.” Whether he really believes this nonsense, or merely 
put it in his memorandum as a ritual slogan to show his ortho¬ 
dox respectability, is not clear. In general, Nagy shows ingenuity 
in defending his views by quotations from Stalin, mostly taken 
from the period 1924-1928, when Stalin defended the interests 
of the peasantry against the “Left Opposition” critics Trotsky, 
Zinoviev, and Kamenev. Stalin’s later attitude is of course well 
known to Nagy, but he here ignores it. He prefers to compare 
Rakosi’s supporters, whom he describes as “pseudoradical 'left¬ 
wingers,’ ” to the defeated Opposition in the Soviet Union in 
the 1920’s. He maintains that he is strongly in favor of coopera¬ 
tive farming but is against prematurely and violently forcing 
the peasants into collective farms. He insists that it is not 
possible sininltayieously to develop a vast heavy industry, to 
collectivize agriculture, and to raise the output per acre of agri¬ 
culture. But this last aim is essential if Hungary’s trade is to 
be developed and her economy to prosper. To attempt the first 
two aims at the same tiirie, at forced pace, is to abandon the 
third. In fact, he claims, “in Hungary the ‘left-wing’ devia- 
tionists, despite a 80 per cent social sector, have kept agricul¬ 
tural production at the prewar level though it should exceed 
that by at least 25 to 30 per cent.” 

Nagy’s arguments, which are most interesting, must be con¬ 
sidered at two different levels, one economic, the other political. 
There is much to be said for the view that small farmers cannot 
prosper as separate individuals but must be joined together in 
cooperatives. As a convinced Marxist, he inclines to underrate 
the possibilities of intensive farming on private small holdings. 
Nevertheless, quite irrespective of Marxist dogma, the experi¬ 
ence of the East European peasants between the world wars 
showed clearly the weakness of unaided small farms and the 
necessity of cooperatives. Indeed these were strongly recom¬ 
mended by the democratic peasant parties, such as the Hun¬ 
garian Small Farmers’ Party, over whose ruthless destruction 
by the Communists in 1947 Nagy has no tears to shed. A strong 
case can be made, on empirical economic grounds, not only for 
marketing and credit cooperatives but also for cooperative 
farming, including the pooling of machinery, in areas of large- 
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scale cereal production, which was of course highly developed 
in Hungary before the war. The peasants themselves to a large 
extent favored cooperatives, and could certainly have been 
persuaded to go still further if approached by the authorities 
in a tactful and intelligent manner. They could be expected 
to resist only if they were to be deprived of the ownership of 
their own holdings. 

It was of course the intention of the Communists to deprive 
the peasants of their holdings. But it would be a mistake to 
regard the conflict between the Communists and the peasants, 
in Hungary or elsewhere, as primarily a conflict about owner- 
ship. This is of course the impression one gets from the litera¬ 
ture on the subject that is inspired or influenced by Communist 
sources. These present the problem as economic. They stress 
the advantages of large-scale production and deplore the re¬ 
actionary narrow-mindedness of peasants who cannot sec, or 
be made to see, their own interests. When the problem is put 
in this way, Western students, though disliking the violence 
used by the Communists against the peasants, are inclined to 
sympathize with the Communists' general argument. 

But this is not the essence of the problem. The essence is not 
economic progress but political power. The collective farm, as 
it developed in the Soviet Union from 1929 onward, was an 
instrument of political coercion in the hands of the ruling Com¬ 
munist Party. The collective farm, or kolkhoz, was managed 
by a chairman, who was chosen by the local Communist Party 
leadership and exercised autocratic powers over the peasants 
who had nominally “elected" him. The collective farms were 
controlled by the Machine Tractor Stations (MTS), which 
monopolized all large agricultural machinery, and which in the 
1930’s supervised about thirty collective farms each. The MTS 
in turn was controlled by its Communist Party branch, whose 
title was changed from time to time—-“Political Section" in 
1932-1934, “Assistant Director (Political)" thereafter until 
recent times. In the last years, Khrushchev has considerably 
modified the apparatus, but the essence of the control by the 
Party over the peasant masses through the hierarchy of MTS 
and kolkhoz remains unchanged. This control is far more 
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effective-more centralized, more positive, better designed to 
mobilized rural man power for the government’s purposes—than 
any old-fashioned dictatorship, as in Russia under the Tsars or 
in Hungary under Horthy. 

The purpose of the control is to obtain from the peasants a 
high proportion of what they produce, at a price far lower than 
they would obtain in a free market. 7"he Soviet government has 
thus been able to supply food to the glowing urban population 
comparatively cheaply, and even so to make a vast profit on 
the deal. The policy has been extremely successful in so far 
as it has subjected the peasantry to the government’s will. 
Where it has not been so successful is precisely in the field that 
Communist propaganda has most stressed—in raising agricul¬ 
tural output. The peasants have been unable to resist the 
government by force or to prevent it from taking the crops that 
they have raised. But they have been able to refrain from pro¬ 
ducing more than a minimum. This passive resistance of the 
Russian peasantry has produced a critical situation in the Soviet 
Union. The urban population has not only increased but has 
begun to exert pressure for better standards of living, for more 
varied food of better quality. The Soviet government can no 
longer ignore the pressure. But it cannot provide the better 
and more ample supplies unless agricultural yields are increased. 
Khrushchev has tried to do this mainly by bringing new lands 
into cultivation. He has had some success, but it cannot suffice. 
He will solve his problem only if he improves output in the 
acres already under cultivation. This means that he must give 
the peasants material incentives to produce more, that he must 
cease to treat them as a hostile conquered population to be 
exploited as a colony in the interests of the ruling Party. 

The policy of collectivization introduced by Rakosi in Hun¬ 
gary after 1949 followed the Soviet model and had the same 
aims, though it must be admitted that it was not carried out 
so quickly or so brutally as in the Soviet Union from 1929 to 
1933, Nagy does not mention the horrors of Soviet collectiviza¬ 
tion: for understandable tactical reasons, as he is in fact appeal¬ 
ing to Khrushchev in 1956, he seeks to show that Hungarian 
policy is much worse than Soviet policy, and that its exponents 
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have failed to learn the lessons taught by the wise Stalin. But 
of course Nagy, who lived long in Russia, must have been well 
aware of this when he wrote this work. 

The arguments used by Nagy in favor of peasant cooperatives 
are not unconvincing, but they are quite unrealistic, as they 
bear no relation to realities either in ^'People’s Democratic” 
Hungary or in Soviet Russia. Undoubtedly Hungarian peasants 
would benefit from agricultural cooperatives. But the essence of 
a farming cooperative is that it should be managed by the 
farmers, in their own interest. As long as the Communist Party 
rules a country, this is impossible. The best example of success¬ 
ful cooperatives run by farmers is precisely that very Denmark 
that Nagy affects to scorn. The significant difference between 
Danish cooperatives and any conceivable Hungarian kolkhozes 
is not that the former are ‘"capitalist” and the latter “socialist” 
—this is mere mumbo jumbo—but that in the former the peas¬ 
ants manage their own affairs and in the latter they are exploited 
by the Communist Party bosses. Actually there are few coun¬ 
tries in the world where the Danish type of cooperative could 
flourish better than Hungary. If large-scale cereal farming were 
increasingly supplemented by intensive crops, by the production 
of vegetables, fruit, and animal products, all of wliich are of 
unusually high quality in Hungary, a vigorous canning industry 
and export trade could develop, which would be of far more 
benefit to the Hungarian economy, and would do far more for 
the Hungarian workers and peasants, than many of the megalo¬ 
maniac heavy-industrial enterprises pursued for reasons of 
prestige or dogma. Development of this sort requires above all 
cooperatives managed by the farmers themselves. But Marxist 
dogma, as interpreted by Stalinist bosses, was bound to reject 
this promising perspective. 

Of all this Nagy, as an agricultural expert and a true friend 
of the peasants, may well be aware. But in the present context 
he could not say it. He is thus driven to combine quite concrete 
and valid criticism of Rakosi’s policies with quite unrealistic 
and abstract considerations about the advantages of cooperation. 

In discussing political conditions under Rakosi, Nagy allows 
himself greater freedom of expression. He denounces the “cult 
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of personality/’ “Bonapartism,” and “FQhrerism” that flour¬ 
ished under Rakosi. To bring this about, “the Party’s leading 
cadres had to be exterminated, and the AVH [security police 
—ed.] had to be made the supreme power.” The result is that 
“most of the workers have come to believe that they are at the 
mercy of illegalities and abuses, that there are no laws that 
protect their rights as human beings and citizens,” and “the 
spread of the theory that a People’s Democracy is synonymous 
with the anarchy of law and order.” At the time of writing 
(late 1955 and early 1956) “the number of persons imprisoned 
is greater than ever before. . . . But the most alarming fact is 
that the majority of those convicted come from the ranks of 
the working class, the industrial workers.” The execution of 
Rajk and the mass arrests and tortures of 1949-1952 were 
simply criminal actions, and it is intolerable that those who 
committed them should remain in power, using the disgraced 
head of the Soviet security police, Beria, and the former Hun¬ 
garian security chief, P<5tcr Gabor, as scapegoats on which to 
unload their own sins. In this connection he even claims to 
quote a remark of Khrushchev (date not stated) : “In June, 
1953, we correctly passed judgment on the Hungarian Party’s 
leadership, and that judgment is entirely correct today too. 
They cannot hide behind Beria, as Rdkosi is trying to do.” One 
may observe that this comes curiously from Khrushchev, who 
tried precisely this gambit when trying to ingratiate himself 
with Marshal Tito on Belgrade airfield in June, 1955. However 
there can be no doubt of Nagy’s sincerity in the following state¬ 
ment, which though coming from a Marxist has a strong flavor 
of what Communists contemptuously describe as “bourgeois 
morality”: “It is not compatible with public morality to have 
in positions of leadership the directors and organizers of mass 
trials, those responsible for torturing and killing innocent men, 
organizers of international provocations, and economic sabo¬ 
teurs or squanderers of public property who, through the abuse 
of power, either have committed serious acts against the people 
or arc forcing others to commit these acts.” The Riikosi clique 
“have made virtues of self-abasement, cowardice, hypocrisy, 
lack of principles, and lies.” The growth of seiwility and career¬ 
ism is often explained away by the apologists of the regime as 
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a survival from the past, a state of mind fostered in the prewar 
bureaucracy by the Horthy dictatorship or by “capitalism.” 
This easy explanation Nagy rejects: “Unfortunately, it is not 
simply a question of remnants from the past, but derives from 
the stifling of criticism, intimidation, and retribution against 
candid speech that are in evidence now in leadership methods 
and that unavoidably lead to the spread of opportunism.” Nagy 
also rejects the constantly invoked argument that injustices 
have to be accepted in the interest of Party unity: “They forget 
that the Party is not a den of criminals, the unity of which 
must be maintained by making a secret of crimes. What kind 
of unity is it that is held together by knowledge of and partici¬ 
pation in crime?” 

But perhaps the strongest argument invoked in favor of 
terror, in R.ikosi’s Hungary as in Stalin’s and Khrushchev’s 
Russia, was the danger of foreign capitalist intervention and 
of war. Nagy clearly states his belief that this danger has been 
exaggerated. This caused him to be denounced by his enemies 
as a pacifist, a charge that he here indignantly denies at some 
length. But in his chapter on foreign policy he sails dangerously 
close to the wind. He denies that he is a nationalist or a chau¬ 
vinist. On the contrary, he stresses that he has always favored, 
and actively pleaded for, friendship between Hungary and the 
Soviet Union, and between Hungary and her territorial neigh¬ 
bors—Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Austria. At 
the same time he proudly asserts his devotion to his own coun¬ 
try, his Hungarian patriotism. All this, to a Western reader, 
seems reasonable and convincing. But in the context of a 
satellite country such arguments are highly risky, and one 
marvels at Nagy’s courage, or perhaps his temerity. For it is 
clear, when he speaks of the necessity of Hungarian independ¬ 
ence and even of an independent Hungarian foreign policy, 
that he can be thinking only of independence from Soviet 
domination. Even to advocate, as he does, close friendship with 
the other Danubian countries, rather than close bilateral ties 
between these countries and the Soviet Union, is heresy: one 
recalls the severe rebuke administered in 1948 to the Bulgarian 
Communist leader Georgi Dimitrov for recommending a Feder¬ 
ation of Eastern Europe. It is a dogma in the Soviet world that 
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no substantial concentration of power may exist in any part of 
the world that can be controlled from Moscow. The world 
outside the borders of the Soviet Union consists of two types 
of states: enemies and slaves. The existence of enemies is to be 
tolerated until the Soviet Union is strong enough to destroy or 
enslave them. But where Soviet power is effective, only slave 
status is permitted. Yet Nagy takes so seriously the “five prin¬ 
ciples” of peaceful coexistence, as proclaimed at the Bandung 
Conference of “Afro-Asian” states, that he writes of the neces¬ 
sity to “liquidate the power groups.” By this phrase he is 
putting the “camp of peace” (the Soviet Union, China, and 
their satellites) on an equal footing with the “camp of imperial¬ 
ism.” But this is sheer heresy. It is one thing for a “peace-loving” 
(consciously or unconsciously Soviet-inspired) citizen of a West¬ 
ern or a free Asian country to urge the abolition of “power 
groups.” This means a demand that such alliances as NATO 
and SEATO and the Baghdad Pact be dismantled. Such a 
demand is “objectively progressive,” because it strengthens the 
military power of the Soviet bloc. But it is quite another thing 
for a citizen of a satellite state (a member of the “peace-loving” 
or “democratic” camp) to urge the liquidation of all “power 
groups,” including the Soviet and Chinese systems of military 
alliances. Such a demand is “objectively” nothing less than 
“warmongering” or “kowtowing to imperialism.” One recalls 
the rage of the Soviet leaders when Marshal Tito spoke of the 
Soviet Union and the Western Powers as power groups on a 
footing of equality. 

Nagy was undoubtedly influenced, when he wrote these pages, 
by his sympathy for Tito’s Yugoslavia and his belief that, now 
that Khrushchev had made his peace with Tito, Yugoslav ideas 
on foreign policy had become respectable. But it must be noted 
that Nagy goes very far in this direction. He writes that Hun¬ 
gary “must avoid becoming an active participant in any of the 
clashes between power groups.” He mentions Hungary’s neigh¬ 
borhood to Austria and Yugoslavia as factors affecting foreign 
policy. He asserts: “It is the sovereign right of the Hungarian 
people to decide in which form they believe the most advantage¬ 
ous international status will be assumed, and in which form they 
think that national independence, sovereignty, equality, and 
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peaceful development will be attained.” In the Soviet empire 
such words are sheer blasphemy. 

Nagy’s views on political problems are both limited and 
daring. His denunciation of the terror, torture, murder, and 
defamation practiced by Rikosi against Communists and 
against workers is sincere and moving. But there is not a 
word of the cruelties exercised against non-Communists, no 
denunciation of the methods used by the Communist Party 
to seize power in 1947-1948. He even finds is necessary to 
express, in stale and conventional rhetoric, his pride in the 
Party’s record up to 1949. This has to be stated, though it 
is also only fair to admit that Nagy could not have done 
otherwise in 1955. Moreover, it was no doubt correct tactics 
to make a noble martyr of Rajk, who had on his hands the 
blood of countless tortured and murdered people, even if 
he was innocent of the crimes for which he was executed. What 
Nagy’s innermost beliefs on these matters are, we cannot tell. 
Rut the Western reader must be warned not to accept his 
statements at their face value. On the other hand the boldness 
of Nagy’s conception of foreign policy is astonishing. Here we 
have already the essence of the policy that he tried to carry 
out during the October revolution—neutrality based on the 
Austrian model. 

This work was essentially addressed to Khrushchev. But when 
Khrushchev finally decided to sacrifice Rakosi, as a necessary 
price for Tito’s friendship, he replaced him not by Nagy but 
by Gero, the closest collaborator of Rakosi. Moreover he per¬ 
suaded Tito to give his blessing to Gero. The Yugoslav leader 
met Gero in the Crimea in September, 1956, when both men 
were Khrushchev’s guests, and he invited him to Belgrade 
in October. In fact it was from Belgrade, flushed with self- 
importance and confident of Tito’s approval, that (ierb returned 
to Budapest on the historic October 23, to make the venomous 
broadcast speech that turned the incipient revolution into a 
blood bath. 

The choice by the Soviet leaders of Gero to succeed Rakosi 
is superficially similar to their choice in Poland of Ochab to 
succeed the dead Bierut, for many years previously the boss of 
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Polish Communism. But closer examination shows that the 
differences were not only more important than the similarities, 
but were of great historical significance. Bierut had been a 
faithful executant of Moscow’s policies, but he had not been a 
sadistic and vainglorious autocrat like Rakosi. Ochab had been 
a loyal collaborator of Bierut, but he retained some Polish 
patriotic emotions. During the summer the demand for the 
return to leadership of Gomulka, the '‘I’itoist” or “nationalist 
deviationist” of Polish Communism, disgraced in 1948 and 
arrested in 1951, grew irresistibly within the Polish United 
Workers’ (Communist) Party and within the Polish working 
class. Ochab and his colleagues decided to yield to this demand. 
Gomulka was elected First Secretary of the Party in October, 
and when the Soviet leaders arrived in Warsaw they found the 
majority even of the Central Committee, including Ochab, 
united behind Gomulka. They accepted the facts, and the 
Polish revolution was carried out without bloodshed. During 
the same period a similar pressure grew in Hungary for the 
return to leadership of Nagy. But Gero ignored it, and when 
the students’ demonstrations of October 23 grew into a mass 
movement in the streets of Budapest, he ordered the security 
police to fire. Bloodshed began, and shortly afterward Soviet 
troops intervened. Whether the intervention was requested by 
Gero or decided independently of him in Moscow remains 
obscure. The United Nations Special Committee were unable 
to make up their minds on this point. But certainly there is 
nothing in the known character of Gero that would prevent 
him from inviting Soviet soldiers to kill Hungarian workers. 
There is also a further difference between the Polish and Hun¬ 
garian events. In Poland the security police for some time had 
been deprived of its special powers, and in the summer of 1955 
a “nationalist” Communist, General Komar, was placed in com¬ 
mand of its paramilitary formations, the Security Corps (KBW). 
In Hungary the security police remained undiminished in 
power during the last months of Rakosi’s rule and under Gero, 
and its paramilitary formations, commanded by loyal RAkosi 
men and practiced torturers and executioners of the people, 
fired unhesitatingly on the crowds. 

It is these differences between the actions of Ochab and Gero, 
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not any difference between the personal characters of Gomulka 
and Nagy, that explain the different courses of events in Poland 
and Hungary. 

It is often asserted in the West that Nagy is a weaker man, a 
less gifted leader, than Gomulka.This may or may not be true: 
the present writer has no information on which to base such 
a judgment. But this view is often combined with another, and 
undoubtedly unjustifiable, view: that whereas the Poles showed 
themselves sensible, realistic fellows, the Hungarians, poor 
misguided heroes, made a sad mess of their affair. Unfortunately 
this morally convenient explanation does not accord with the 
facts. The Hungarians were not reckless, nor the Poles prudent. 
The Poles were given the opportunity to stop hallway, at 
‘‘national Communism,” without bloodshed. The Hungarians 
were denied this chance. They were given only the choice of 
surrender to Soviet aggression or resistance. If they chose to 
fight, they cannot be rebuked. 

The reason why the Poles had a chance, and the Hungarians 
none, lies in the difference between the patriotism of Ochab 
and the panic-stricken fanaticism of the Soviet puppet Gero. 

As for Nagy, he too had little freedom of movement. He 
was proclaimed Prime Minister on the morning of October 24, 
after the Soviet troops had gone into action. A series of procla¬ 
mations and appeals, alternately threatening and panic-stricken, 
was published in his name. But during the first days he was a 
prisoner at Communist Party headquarters, unable in any way 
to influence events. To the outside world he appeared to be 
behaving as an obedient Soviet puppet. It was therefore in¬ 
evitable that Western broadcasts in tlie Hungarian language 
should represent him to the Hungarian audience in an un¬ 
favorable light. It is indeed possible that Western attacks on 
him in these critical days contributed to lessen public confi¬ 
dence in him, to accelerate the political movement away from 
any sort of Communism, and to increase the general confusion. 
It can also be argued theoretically that it was unfortunate that 
the diplomatic representatives of the Western nations were not 
in close contact with Nagy and did not exercise a moderating 
influence on him. Yet all these regrets are purely academic. 
While Nagy was detained at Party headquarters, no contact 



ON COMMUNISM 


xxvii 


was possible and no clearer picture of his political attitude was 
available. The results may indeed be regretted, but the fault 
does not lie with Nagy, with Western broadcasting stations, or 
with Western diplomats: it belongs exclusively to Gero and his 
Soviet masters. 

When Nagy did become a free agent, in the last days of 
October, he saw that the situation had moved beyond any sort 
of Communist dictatorship, however “nationalist,” and that 
the people would not accept less than full freedom to choose 
their political leaders. He realized that no social class insisted 
more strongly on this than the industrial workers in whose 
name the Communists had professed to speak. He thus had 
to choose between serving the Hungarian people, at the cost 
of Communist defeat, and serving the Soviet regime, at the 
expense of the Hungarian people. That Nagy chose the first is 
to his credit: it shows him not as a weak man but as a good 

o 

patriot. Gomiilka had been more fortunate than he. He had 
been allowed a bloodless victory. He had the confidence of his 
people. He was able to persuade them that they must do with¬ 
out the freedom they desired, and must be content to advance 
from slavery to half-slavery. Nagy did not have this opportunity. 

During the few Days of Liberty, political development in 
Hungary was very rapid. Several of the victims of Communist 
dictatorship in 1947-1948 re-emerged, pre-eminent among them 
Bela Kovacs of the Small Farmers’ Party and Anna Kethly of 
the Social Democrats. The general trend was toward a coalition 
of two main political groups, the one socialist and based on the 
industrial workers, the other Christian Democratic and based 
on the peasantry—in fact toward the pattern that is familiar in 
neighboring Austria. In foreign policy also the government of 
Imre Nagy modeled itself on Austria, seeking neutrality in the 
great world conflicts and friendly relations both with the Soviet 
Union and with the West. In Austria this internal and foreign 
policy has hitherto been successful. There is no reason to doubt 
that it would have been successful in Hungary too if it had been 
permitted. But the Soviet leaders decided otherwise. Khrush¬ 
chev did not justify the hopes that Nagy had placed in him. 
Marshal Zhukov, the hero of Berlin in 1945, did not hesitate 
to use against the workers of Budapest the army that he had 
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once led to victory over Hitler, in order to introduce in occu¬ 
pied Hungary a regime similar to that of Gauleiter Koch in 
occupied Ukraine fifteen years earlier. General Serov, the 
organizer of the mass deportations of Balts and Caucasians in 
the 1940’s, the author of the treacherous arrest of Polish re¬ 
sistance leaders in 1944, came to Budapest to perform similar 
acts of treachery toward free Hungary’s military leader General 
Maleter and toward Imre Nagy himself, and to restore to their 
previous privileges the torturers of the AVH security police. 

As the United Nations Special Committee’s report clearly 
shows, the counterrevolution that took place in Hungary oc- 
cured on November 4, 1956, and was the work of the invading 
Soviet army, which suppressed the revolution of the Hungarian 
people. 

The fate of Imre Nagy himself is unknown. But he remains 
one of the few outstanding figures thrown up by the East 
European Communist system of the last decade. He has neither 
the heroic glamor of Marshal Tito nor the penetrating political 
vision of Milovan Djilas, and he has not been so fortunate as 
Wladyslaw Gomulka. But he has shown himself a brave and 
honest man and a true patriot, unusual qualities in a leading 
Communist. He will have his place in the history of his own 
country and of Europe. 
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I wish to state by way of introduction that I wrote this disserta¬ 
tion prior to the Twentieth Congress of the Soviet Communist 
Party, mainly during the summer of 1955 , and I had practically 
finished it by September of 1955 . I expected my case to be dis¬ 
cussed by the Central Committee of the Hungarian Workers’ 
Party * during the fall of that year, after my recovery from my 
illness. 

Hoping for this, I was prepared to hand my dissertation to 
the Central Committee as a justification of my principles and 
as a detailed reply to the accusations made in public against me 
since March of 1955 . As is well known, my case did not reach 
the discussion stage, and I was not granted any kind of oppor¬ 
tunity to expound my views or to refute the baseless accusations 
and slanders spoken against me. My dissertation was not placed 
before the Party forum at that particular time. I was expelled 
from the Party without having had my views clarified within 
the framework of the ideological battle or by legal Party pro¬ 
cedure. 

Since then, events of great significance have taken place be¬ 
fore our eyes, among which the Twentieth Congress of the 
Soviet Communist Party is the most outstanding. This con¬ 
vinced me that stating my views in writing, in order to refute 
the accusations made against me and the baseless slanders, 
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would not be in vain—just as it was not in vain, after I was 
expelled and after the Twentieth Congress, that I added one 
or two chapters to bring the dissertation up to date. (I have in¬ 
dicated the date of writing separately at the end of each of 
these chapters.) Preparing this dissertation was not in vain, be¬ 
cause when 1 reread it after the Twentieth Congress it strength¬ 
ened my earlier conviction of the correctness of my stand on 
basic questions of principle. 

The events of recent times have gradually led me to the de¬ 
cision to place this dissertation—if circumstances permit—before 
the Party members, and to let the Party membership ponder 
my replies to the accusations made against me. 

So far I have kept quiet because I was silenced. But I now 
feel that it is my duty to the Party to speak up. Several circum¬ 
stances have led me to do this. First, the just demand of the 
Party membership at past meetings that my case should be taken 
before the Party publicly, thus granting me an opportunity to 
explain my views. 

Another circumstance that causes me to speak is the un¬ 
precedented amount of lying, slander, and abuse—in total 
contrast to Communist tendencies, morals and principles—by 
the so-called leadership, who shift the “ideological battle” 
so often mentioned since the Twentieth Congress from the 
ideological to the personal sphere through this slander and 
these barefaced lies. I wish to prove in my dissertation that I 
will not follow them along this path, which is so diametrically 
opposed to the Lenin party system and to Communist morals. 
I will stay within the limits of an ideological battle fought by 
arguments. 

I^astly, I was induced to make this dissertation public by the 
fact that the Party and the Hungarian press—newspapers and 
magazines—gave me no opportunity for publicizing my views. 
Thus I was deprived of all means of acquainting the party mem¬ 
bership and the general public with its contents. 

The smouldering political, personal and ideological differ¬ 
ences within the Party leadership since the June, 1953 , resolu¬ 
tions of the Central Committee came to the attention of the 
Party membership and the general public in a one-sided fashion, 
i.e., in the form of accusations raised against me. I will disregard 
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the personal questions, although they have a significant role in 
the political persecution being carried on against me. One of 
the reasons for this is that the settlement of intra-Party differ¬ 
ences, debates and exchanges of views have been shifted to the 
field of personalities. The clarification of problems arising from 
differences in principles is therefore all the more important. 
The battle being waged for the purity of the teachings of 
Marxism-Leninism and their ptopcr application to the Hun¬ 
garian situation is, in the last analysis, the battle to keep power 
in the hands of the people. This is the underlying question of 
these ideological-political differences. Tlicsc questions clearly 
cannot be solved and clarified through resolutions brought 
about by one-sided accusations. An indispensable prerequisite 
is that all ideological-political differences that may arise must 
be solved through debate on the basis of principles, with valid 
arguments and the widest possible publicity. This is absolutely 
necessary, because this is the only proper Marxist, scientific 
method, and the Party method of clarifying ideological ques¬ 
tions. There is a need for this because these are basic questions 
with regard to Party life and to building socialism. And lastly, 
the debate is necessary because the accusations were made 
against the former President of the Ministers’ Council, and the 
Party membership as well as the people of the nation are plainly 
justified in wanting to sec clearly what actually happened. 

Matyds Rakosi, at one of the sessions of the Communist meet¬ 
ings held in Somogy county, stated among other things the 
following: 

In the Communist Party there cannot be two separate or¬ 
ganizational rules, two kinds of laws: one for the leaders, let us 
say the members of the Political Committee, and one for others, 
the ordinary members. In this regard there cannot be any dif¬ 
ferences between Party members. One who makes a mistake—this 
was stated by the third Congress—regardless of the position he 
holds in the Party or simply as a personality—must answer for 
this before the Party. . . . The Party was right when it took this 
question to the masses of the hundreds of thousands of Commu¬ 
nists and the millions of working people. Thus we have shown 
that we have no problem that we cannot place calmly before 
the judgment of the working people. 
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All this is proper and true. Therefore there should be no 
difference among party members: everyone should answer for 
his own mistakes—without regard to personalities—whether he 
be Imre Nagy or Mdtyds Rdkosi. I wish to avail myself of the 
rights outlined in the organization’s rules, which assure me of 
the possibility of placing before the Party the responsibility and 
the mistakes of MatyAs Rjlkosi in the same manner that he used 
against me. Let the Party membership and the workers judge 
from this and from the accusations which he has raised against 
me what kind of mistakes were committed by whom, and who 
is responsible for what. I agree with the contention that there 
is no question that we cannot calmly take to the people for 
their judgment. But let us weigh things equally, on the basis 
of the equality of party members, and take not only Imre Nagy’s 
actions, but also Matyas Rakosi’s actions to the people for their 
judgment. The justification of this demand was established by 
Mdtyds Rdkosi himself. I hope that he will not disclaim this 
when it comes to a question of his own person being judged. 

In the question of intensified ideological differences between 
November, 1954 , and January, 1955 , I presented my views to 
the Political Committee on several occasions. This is what I re¬ 
viewed briefly in a memorandum submitted to the Central 
Committee at its March meeting. 

There were serious differences of opinion in the evaluation 
of the political and economic situation in the fall of 1954 . After 
the October 1954 session of the Central Committee, as a result 
of the initial implementation of the resolutions then made, the 
strained situation prevailing prior to the meeting improved 
without a doubt. The confidence of the Party membership in 
the leaders grew, as well as their self-confidence in their ability 
to solve successfully the many problems then existing. The 
confidence of the masses in the Party and in the government 
also improved, and the masses looked to the future with hope. 

This is indicated by the fact that the figures for production in 
the final quarter of the year were more favorable than the pre¬ 
vious figures. There was a significant increase in the execution 
of the export plans (1950 million forints) which was well above 
the quarterly average. The balance between purchasing power 
and consumer goods indicated that in this period we were able 
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to reach a peak volume, almost without a problem. By the end 
of the year, compared to the year 1953, our domestic trade 
showed a 15 per cent increase. The constant and significant in¬ 
crease in currency circulation since July, 1953, had ceased to 
some extent in the final quarter of 1954. Certain improvements 
were evident in the better showing made by industry and the 
rising productivity of labor. Therefore, after October—except 
for the collections made in the agTicultural sphere, where the 
results remained bad—there was clearly a certain tendency 
toward improvement, which it would have been wrong to over¬ 
estimate and equally improper to disregard. 

The policies of the Party were significantly successful, as set 
forth by Party documents, in calling to life the Patriotic Peo¬ 
ple’s Front Movement and in promoting its effective develop¬ 
ment. Despite growing pains, which had to be corrected as they 
went along, the Patriotic People’s Front Movement could give 
important support to the policies of the Party and of the govern¬ 
ment in all areas followed by us since June in this new period 
in economic, political and cultural fields. 

The Patriotic People’s Front Movement strengthened the 
political activity of the masses on a nation-wide basis with re¬ 
gard to local, national, and international questions. This suc¬ 
cessfully added to the increase of kx:al economic, opportunities 
and to new work activities in the field of many social reforms. 

A similar picture emerged after the second national political 
event in October: the election of the local councils, which had 
a decisive significance with regard to the political course of the 
Party and the government. Party documents state that the coun¬ 
cil elections of November 28, 1954, were a distinct success for 
the Party and the People's Democratic system. The Party’s con¬ 
nection with the workers was strengthened, and the prestige of 
the executive branches grew. An impressive and intimate po¬ 
litical atmosphere developed, where the great majority of the 
citizens professed their faith in the basic aims of building social¬ 
ism, indicating that they were willing to follow the Party and 
the government in realizing its goals during this new political 
period. The success of the elections symbolized the failure of the 
internal and external enemies of our People’s Democracy. 

This is the manner in which the Party, in official documents, 



XXXiV 


IMRE NAGY 


evaluated the situation that evolved after October. Naturally, 
there were mistakes and deficiencies during this time, and dan¬ 
gers developed against which it was necessary to fight. To sum 
up: the period after October 1954, was characterized by the 
growth of the People’s Democracy, the strengthening of the 
Party, the widening and stabilization of the bases for building 
socialism. Exaggerating the difficulties and mistakes, the fright¬ 
ening picture that M^ityas Rakosi painted of the situation in the 
country and the Party produced extraordinary dangers: it 
tended to discredit the policies carried on since June, to drive 
the Party and the country frcun the path taken in June, and to 
support the view that it was better to return to the old system. 

It was from this viewpoint that the cpiestion of "rightist 
danger" arose. I did not concur in his exaggeratic^ns tlien, nor 
d(^ I do so now. It must be admitted that the fight against "left¬ 
ist" views and dangers had been carried on in a one-sided 
fashion for more than one and a half years, and that we had 
neglected the fight against the danger from the right. This was 
without doubt a mistake. This had to be changed all the more 
because in the Communist Party one cannot fight against only 
one deviation or danger, and because in the situation that 
arose the dangtu' of rightist deviation grew. From this it follows 
that the attention of the Party had to be directed to this danger, 
and that it was necessary to use all the Party’s means, agitation 
and propaganda for making more effective use c^f our ideological 
work against the danger from the right. I feel that this is what 
would have been proper, and that this would have been under¬ 
stood by the Party membership. But I could not approve a 
course that greatly exaggerated these internal troubles and 
dangers, or the hurling C3f these unexplained and unjustified 
charges into the ranks of the Party membership with explosive 
effect, thereby clausing the greatest confusion. 

Later the chief danger seemed to be that of increasing right¬ 
ist danger. The uncertainty of the Political Committee, which 
it showed on this question, reveal the insufficient attention and 
work devoted to this serious problem. And if such a serious 
danger as this from the right was said to be, had arisen in the 
Party, allegedly drowning the Party and the country, why was 
this problem not taken to the Central Committee? 
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This was a far-reaching question, particularly in view of the 
fact that the October session had taken place only four to six 
weeks previously. This session had called attention to the fight 
against the danger from the right, but directed its real fire 
against the leftist deviation and danger. During that time the 
Political Committee, but primarily Mihily Farkas, was follow¬ 
ing a line differing from the resolution of the Central Commit¬ 
tee, and did not ask for appropriate resolutions from the 
central leadership. 

And it was not proper then, nor is it proper now, that the 
battle against the rightist danger (which was absolutely neces¬ 
sary) was not carried on by Party methods or regular Party 
procedures, but primarily and chiefly through administrative 
directives, by terrorization, vilification, dismissals, etc. 

To sum up: in my March petition I established that the 
Party could not fight only on one front and carry on a battle 
exclusively against the ‘ leftist” or the rightist dangers and mis¬ 
takes, as has been the practice until very recently. Ideologically 
and politically, the Party must be prepared to fight against those 
rightist mistakes and viewpoints, but in such a manner as not to 
disable the Party from dealing with the mistakes and dangers 
of the left, which probably have deeper roots in our Party than 
elsewhere. 

In my opinion the Party must definitely be oriented toward 
directing the closest possible attention to the danger from the 
right and fight on both fronts against all the dangers and mis¬ 
takes that present themselves. Meanwhile attention must be 
paid to any deviation or danger showing up simultaneously in 
the work of the Party or in the various spheres of life. 

In wide circles within the Party the fear has formed—and I 
too have had fears of a similar nature, which have since been 
proved correct—that what happens at present is not designed to 
correct the mistakes made in carrying out our policies since 
June on the economic, political, and cultural fronts, but to 
revise the June policies themselves and to revert to the policies 
in existence prior to June. I will carry on this June policy my¬ 
self with all my strength, as I undertook to do in the declaration 
that I signed. The revision of the June policies and the rever¬ 
sion to those prior to June are what is being discussed now. 
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Events prove this. And this is a catastrophe both for the Party 
and for the country. As a most serious consequence the Party 
will break away from the masses, which, from the internal 
standpoint of the country and considering the impact it might 
have on the international situation, might have almost unfore¬ 
seeable results. 

In consideration of all this, I felt it necessary to emphasize in 
a resolution that the Party and government policies, from an 
economic, political, and cultural standpoint, cannot in sub¬ 
stance be anything else than the application of the teachings 
of Marxism-Leninism to the concrete Hungarian situation, a 
re-formation and redevelopment of the socialist people’s econ¬ 
omy on the objective and lawful basis of building up socialism 
through this temporary transition period. This policy had to 
contain in itself socialist industrialization as the chief means 
and basis for socialist re-formation, with main emphasis being 
placed on heavy industry producing implements for necessary 
production, as well as the re-formation of socialist agriculture. 
In the economic policy of the Party the controlling factor must 
be production and the lowering of the cost of such production. 
To this, completely improperly, we have not paid enough at¬ 
tention thus far. This must now be remedied by serious exer¬ 
tion on our part. 

I stressed in my petition that the June policies of the new 
period were not a deviation from the principles of Marxism- 
Leninism. This must be clarified because the danger exists that 
mistakes and difficulties in the economic and political situation 
and in literature, especially because of this exaggeration about 
the rightist danger, make it appear to Party members as though 
the June policy had been a rightist deviation. And this would 
inevitably lead to the abandonment of the June line and to the 
return to the old wong policies. 

That is why I emphasized that the Central Committee should 
declare tliat the actual mistakes that had earlier been revealed 
before it would be corrected. Meanwhile, let us go ahead in the 
spirit of the June resolutions along the path of building up 
socialism. 

The views that I outlined in my petition I uphold, because I 
am convinced that those serious mistakes that were apparent in 
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our Party’s policies took place prior to the June resolutions. 
They sprang from exaggerated “leftist,” sectarian, anti-Marxist 
views, whose chief representatives in our Party was the “four¬ 
some” under the leadership of Mityds Rikosi, which was seri¬ 
ously branded by the resolution of the Central Committee in 
June. Lenin’s statement characterizes them perfectly: 

For the true revolutionary the greatest danger—possibly the 
only danger—is the exaggerated revolutionary spirit which forgets 
within what confines and under what circumstances it is proper 
and effective to apply revolutionary tactics. The true revolution¬ 
aries most often “broke their necks” when they tried to write 
“revolution” with capital letters, and almost canonized it as an 
immortal concept. They lost their heads and became unable to 
soberly weigh circumstances under which one must revert to 
reformist action. True revolutionaries can be destroyed only if 
they lose their ability of right thinking. They are destroyed not 
by external defeat, but by the internal failure of their cause, in 
this case most definitely, since by losing their ability to think 
straight they take it into their heads that “the great world revolu¬ 
tion” can and will solve all manner of problems, under any 
circumstances, by absolute revolutionary methods. 

Those who take such things “into their heads” are lost, be¬ 
cause they have accepted an utter nonsense on a fundamental 
question. During the time of merciless war (and a revolution is 
the most merciless war of all) stupidity is punished by defeat. 

From what does it follow that the “great, victorious revolu¬ 
tion” can use only revolutionary methods, and that only the 
use of these is permitted? There is no precedent for this. 
And it definitely and undoubtedly is not true. That it is not 
true is clearly apparent on the basis of theoretical viewpoints, 
presupposing that we do not leave the area of Marxism. That 
it is not true is also proved by the experiences during our 
revolution. Concerning the theory: at the time of a revolution 
stupidities are committed just as they are committed at any 
other time, stated Engels—and “he stated the truth,” wrote 
Lenin. 

Prior to June the mistakes of our Party were without a doubt 
caused by “lefticism,” by sectarianism. Such mistakes have deep 
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historical roots in our Party. At the same time we must know 
that “leftist” mistakes give birth inevitably to rightist mistakes. 
Since the announcing of the policies of June and the opposing 
of leftist mistakes, such mistakes have shown up in the national 
people’s economy, in culture, and in the ideological field as well 
as in some phases of social life. 

From this it clearly follows that one must fight with all the 
possible means of an ideological battle to eradicate these devia¬ 
tions, against that petit bourgeois frame of mind and the influ¬ 
ence exerted by the lower middle class upon the worker. How¬ 
ever, one must not for a single moment lose sight of the fact that 
the reasons that brought about sectarian “lefticism” and that 
have had such deep roots in our country are still there. That 
deviation is always most dangerous against which wc do not 
fight with the necessary determination. And this at present is 
the danger from exaggerated sectarian “lefticism.” Therefore 
one must fight ceaselessly against both rightist deviationism and 
against “leftist” mistakes and deviations. 

However, in weighing all this, it must be established that the 
present difficulties in our economic, political and social life 
reach back to the time prior to June. Although we were success¬ 
ful in alleviating a major part of the difficulties in the process 
of realizing our June policies, inevitably as a result of past 
policies and partly through our own mistakes, new difficulties 
arose. 

Taking all these into consideration, the Central Committee 
of the Hungarian Workers’ Party was informed in a letter that 
I sent under the date of May 1955, that I concur in the guid¬ 
ing principles and the practical objectives of the March resolu¬ 
tions made by the Central Committee. This is summarized as 
follows in the introduction to the resolution: 

The Central Committee establi.shes that the resolutions made 
at the session of the Central Committee in June, 1953, were cor¬ 
rect, that they remain in effect and, together with the resolutions 
made by the Third Party Congress, even today comprise the basis 
of our Party policies. In the spirit of these resolutions our Party 
still feels its main objective to be the systematic improvement 
of the welfare of our workers, an ever increasing rise in the 
social and cultural requirements on the basis of a widened so- 
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cialist production and growth in productivity. The chief aim of 
our Party can be attained first of all through stressing heavy 
industry, in addition to socialist industry, and on the basis of 
developing our agriculture. 

Our Party will continue the socialist rebuilding or agriculture 
and the policies lor further developing of the farmers' coopera¬ 
tives on a voluntary basis. In addition to this it will further 
continue to assure support for the individual working peasantry 
and to enforce the princijde of financial aid in order to increase 
their production and above all reach a greater degree of produc¬ 
tivity. Communist criticism and self-criticism remain in effect 
in the interest of establishing collective leadership, and so do the 
resolutions made to insure its legality. 

I agree with this completely even today, and similarly with 
the contention that in the successful fight waged to carry out the 
proper resolutions there were mistakes made and there were de¬ 
ficiencies. I consider it a mistake that the opportunist distortion 
of the true character of the June resolutions is not pointed out 
in cither the March or the April resolutions made by the Cen¬ 
tral Committee. For this very reason the matter must be given 
the widest publicity in the Party press (since, as Matyas Rdkosi 
stated in the speech at Kaposvar, we have no secrets before the 
people), so that in comparing the June, 1953, resolutions of 
the central leadership with the measures taken for carrying out 
the directives, everyone should have the opportunity of estab¬ 
lishing where, when, and by whom these Party resolutions were 
“distorted.” This is the correct Party method of clarifying this 
question, and not one that simply states accusations without 
proof. 

It would also be worth while to examine what kind of politi¬ 
cal and economic bankruptcy w^as left behind by the “leftist” 
exaggerators—what kind of a legacy we had to take over from 
them when in June, 1953, they had finally led the Party and 
the people’s economy into a blind alley. Since June, 1953, for 
almost two years, the whole country’s workers have been work¬ 
ing to correct the serious damage brought about by the “leftist” 
exaggeration in all branches of the national economy. The 
Party and state leadership headed by Matyis Rikosi in the fi¬ 
nancial sphere alone cost the nation tw^o years of intensive work. 
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It can be figured, and it must be figured, what this meant in 
billions of forints. But who can judge in figures and in billions 
the political, cultural, and moral damage that was caused to the 
Party and to the nation? The political and moral capital that 
the Party resolutions and the government program represented 
was for two years used up to rehabilitate the country. If all the 
material, political, and moral strength that had been used to 
eradicate the damage which the so-called “foursome’' had 
caused, had instead been used for building socialism, Hun¬ 
gary today would be a cheerful country, living in plenty and 
prosperity. However, we inherited a very heavy burden. 

In the name of Marxism-Leninism, the “leftist” deviationists 
made promises they could not fulfill, with which they dis¬ 
credited the prestige of Marxism-Leninism. What did the “left¬ 
ists” promise? They promised that during the period of the 
First Five-Year Plan they would raise the living standards of 
the workers by 50 per cent. On the other hand, between 1950 
and 1954, industrial production (1938—100) grew from 150 to 
300, while living standards decreased until 1953 and then in¬ 
creased by 15 per cent only as a result of the policies of the new 
period. The workers, in comparison to 1949, doubled industrial 
production, increased the productivity of labor by 63 per cent, 
and decreased the cost. Despite this their wages were in general 
comparable to 1949 levels. 

They promised the upsurge of agriculture. Instead, as a con¬ 
sequence of the exaggeration of the “leftists” as regards peasant 
policies, there was a serious decline in agricultural production 
and a decided decrease in the number of livestock. It is well 
known that the area of untilled land in the spring of 1953 was 
approximately one million acres, which is more than 10 per cent 
of the arable lands of the country. The “leftist” exaggerators 
promised an abundance of consumer goods; but they created a 
scarcity that had no parallel since the liberation. If we now ex¬ 
amine the 1955 program of the “leftist” exaggerators in detail, 
we again find the same promises, which again they cannot ful¬ 
fill, because they have not taken into consideration objective 
facts, the laws governing social-economic life. One must no 
longer make promises that one cannot fulfill. We must not 
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shatter the faith of the masses in the Party, the truthfulness of 
the Party, or the correctness of Marxism-Leninism. 

The honor of the Communists will be lost if they are con¬ 
sidered chatterers. This danger is seriously apparent at the 
present time. This in turn shatters the political power of the 
working class, the federation of the working peasants, and thus 
weakens the status of the Communists. Not every mistake and 
sin can be rectified by self-criticism. The criticism of the masses, 
as has been pointed out by the classicists of Marxism and with 
special emphasis by Lenin, is a weapon powerful enough to 
sweep away power. We need a criticism by the masses that will 
strengthen this power. However it seems that the “leftist” ex- 
aggerators keep forgetting this. 

It is well known among other things that the Hungarian 
‘"leftist” exaggerators caused a great decline by their policy of 
forced collectivization in the development of Hungarian agricul¬ 
ture. This had and still has a decisive influence upon the fact 
that production volume in Hungarian agriculture on the aver¬ 
age is approximately what it was prior to the war. This is why 
there are serious faults apparent in the Worker-Peasant Federa¬ 
tion without which the working class cannot uphold its power. 
This power is the basic decisive factor in every revolution, ours 
included. In the last analysis, however, those differences of 
opinion that have arisen within the Party in connection with 
the charge of rightist deviations are primarily not related to eco¬ 
nomic policies but concern the fate of political power. Because 
when the “leftist” exaggerators with their scatterbrained atti¬ 
tude endanger the basic indispensable requirements for build¬ 
ing socialism—the power of the proletariat—they are jeopardiz¬ 
ing that power built upon the faith and confidence of the 
working masses without which the building of socialism is im¬ 
possible. The pseudo radicalism of the “leftists,” their opposi¬ 
tion to the masses, endangers this power of the proletariat, 
because it denies the Leninist teaching that keeping and solidi¬ 
fying the power of the working class is a task transcending 
everything else. The “leftist” crackpots have caused a deep po¬ 
litical crisis among the working masses and have risked their 
power in our country. The main question of the differences of 
opinion in the ideological battle therefore is the question of 
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retaining political power, and which of the differences are mir¬ 
roring the existing differences in principles. 

The “leftist” exaggerators during the years 1949 to 1952 were 
guilty of grave mistakes in carrying out their political line, 
and ill practice experienced failure. Tliis was proved most 
tangibly by the necessity for the June resolutions, and by life 
itself. Yet they did not relinquish their anti-Marxist, anti-Lenin¬ 
ist theories. The Marxist-Leninist theory teaches us that if in 
practic e, in life, a theory is disproved, this theory should be re¬ 
examined. But the “leftist” deviationists are resurrecting their 
“theory,” which has been shattered by life. They are again try¬ 
ing to mold the ]iractical work of the Party and the country to 
this faulty theory. They are trying to mold economic policies 
above all else, meanwhile justifying all this as a battle against 
rightist deviation. The “leftist” deviationists, with the above 
resolutions, have created such chaos in political concepts that 
it cannot be established what is the c:orrect Marxist-Leninist 
viewpoint; what is “leftist” deviation or rightist deviation; and 
whe:) is what kind of a deviationist. Those who are doing this 
try to cover up their own deviation by hypoc:ritic:ally alluding 
to Marxism. That is why they avoid debates, and instead of 
engaging in honest arguments vilify their opponents. But can 
one carry on a debate over clifferenc es in princ iples and j>olitics 
and the various views regarding them? I absolutely think so. 

The central leadership should have no other standpoint, 
therefore they should assure the possibility for sue h debate. One 
cannot escape this. The charges and accusations demand an 
answer. If we want to assure in the Party that unity on princ i- 
ples whicli is nonexistent today, we must end the ideological 
and political chaos. And for this there is only one possible road 
to follow: clarification of differences of opinion by debates on 
principles and by free exc hange of views. 

It w^as lor this rcicson that this lengthy dissertation w\is writ¬ 
ten. I have tried to prove the contention that the March resolu¬ 
tions of the Central Committee, to the effect that “rightist viewes 
had become so dangerous in our Party and state, bcc:ause Imre 
Nagy supported in his speeches and articles these anti-Marxist 
views, and in fact primarily was the one who proclaimed them,” 
is an unjustified and baseless accusation. 
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I am trying to prove with facts and arguments that there is 
no basis for the April resolutions of the Central Committee 
which declared: 

Comrade Imre Nagy, as a member of the Political Com¬ 
mittee and as the president of the Minister’s Council, represented 
political opinions which were sharply opposed to the over-all 
politics of our Party and inimical to the interests of the work¬ 
ing class, the working peasants and the people’s democracy. 
Comrade Nagy tried to throttle the motor of socialist build¬ 
ing, socialist industrialization, and especially the development 
of heavy industry, and in the provinces the movement of the 
agricultural cooperatives, which is the decisive method of 
socialist rebuilding of the villages. He tried to obscure and force 
into the background the Party leadership, and he attempted to 
pit the goverment agencies against one another, and the Patriotic 
People’s Front against the Party. Comrade Imre Nagy by all this 
prevented the building of a solid basis for increasing the welfare 
of the people. 

These anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist, anti-Party views of Comrade 
Imre Nagy form a composite system, an attitude which spread 
to the various fields of political, economic, and cultural life. The 
activities of Comrade Tmre Nagy have caused serious damage to 
our Party, our People’s Democracy, and our whole socialist struc¬ 
ture. 

Comrade Nagy in the interests of realizing his rightist, 
opportunist policies resorted to un-Party-like, anti-Party and even 
factional methods, which are completely incompatible with the 
unity, the discipline of the Marxist-l.eninist Party. 

All this is without any proof, facts, or arguments. I do not 
follow this path. My standpoint, my rights, the correctness of 
my views, my Marxist-Leninist faith I shall prove with theoreti¬ 
cal and practical facts. It is possible that on one cpiestion or 
another my standpoint is incorrect. The Party debate can 
clarify all this. Let them prove by Marxist-Leninist teachings 
and methods that I am wrong. In my dissertation I have ex¬ 
pounded my convictions, which I will uphold until the time 
that they can prove the contrary through the scientific means 
of Marxist-Leninist arguments and methods. 

For my convictions and views I am ready to accept stupid 



XLIV 


IMRE NAGY 


slanders, political persecution, social ostracism, and deep humil¬ 
iation, as I have in the past. I also take the responsibility for 
the mistakes that I really committed. I will not accept responsi¬ 
bility for one thing: giving up my conviction on principles. 

It was with these thoughts that I began to work on my dis¬ 
sertation. I have tried to accomplish a useful task for the bene¬ 
fit of the Party and for my country. The Central Committee 
can help to realize this aim by arranging the widest possible 
debate on this dissertation. 
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Chapter I. 


A Few Timely Questions Regarding 
the Application of Marxism-Leninism 


In our time, which is also called the “atomic era” in view of 
the discoveries in the natural sciences, but chiefly because of the 
revolutionary discoveries brought about through splitting the 
atom, economic trends and technology change at a tremendous 
pace and scale. These changes are manifested in the relationship 
between the various countries and peoples, as well as in the re¬ 
lation between the two existing systems. 

One must take into consideration such developments and 
changes, and Marxism-Leninism must keep in step with these 
changes. Marxism-Leninism cannot rigidly adhere to its present 
ideological tenets within the framework developed by the 
genius of its great masters, nor can it confine itself merely to 
renewing its old theories, as there are no eternal, never chang¬ 
ing teachings which remain applicable regardless of time or 
space and independently of concrete situations. The masters of 
Marxism-Leninism did not bind the hands of future genera¬ 
tions with their theories. The Talmudists and exegetists, those 
who regard Marxism and the various conclusions and theories 
of Marxism as a compendium of dogmas that are independent 
of the various changes taking place in social development, think 
that if they commit these theories and conclusions to memory, 
and keep quoting and reiterating them ad infinitum, they can 
apply these conclusions and theories for all time, to all coun¬ 
tries, to every phase of life. However, those who can think only 
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in this fashion see the letter of Marxism but not its substance, 
and they memorize the text of the conclusions and theories of 
Marxism but do not understand its contents. 

Marxism is a science that cannot remain static but must 
develop and become more perfect. It is impossible that Marxism 
in its development should not become enriched with new ex¬ 
periences, new knowledge; therefore certain Marxist theories 
and conclusions must necessarily (hange as time passes. There 
must be changes by adding new theories and conclusions to con¬ 
form with the new historical demands of the times. ‘‘Marxism 
does not recognize unchangeable coiu lusions and theories that 
arc binding for every era and time,” Stalin wrote in the Marr 
debate. 

One must keep in step with the rapidly changing economic, 
social, political, and cultural situation. As a matter of fact Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism must be the first to point out the further de¬ 
velopment of vital, basic needs in international relations, in 
revolutionary transformation, in the future of socialism. 

Therefore Marxism-Leninism has not been completed with 
the scientific theories and results attained thus far. The further 
development of Marxism-Leninism and its enri( hnient through 
the additions of new theories did not cease with the death of 
Marx, Engels, and Lenin. 

The scientific theories of Marxism-Leninism, its theoretical 
statements, their further development in conformity with chang¬ 
ing social-economic trends on the basis of the teachings of the 
masters—there is the historic role and duty of every Communist 
and Workers’ Party. The forms, methods, and means of attain¬ 
ing this were not prescribed by Marx, nor did he tie the hands 
of the leaders of the socialist revolution or himself in attaining 
this goal. He foresaAv that during the j)eriod of development the 
ever (hanging situation would bring about new problems. It 
was from this that the Lenin directive sprang: that the science 
for which Marx laid down the cornerstone through his teach¬ 
ings about the dictatorship of the proletariat must be expended 
in all directions, in order that it keep pace with life. The theory 
of Marx—as Lenin stated—gives general guiding principles, 
which must be utilized in Britain in another fashion than in 
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France, in France differently than in Germany, and in Germany 
in another way than in Russia. 

The further development of Marxism-Leninism has two seri¬ 
ous obstacles, which are becoming increasingly more difficult: 

A. Dogmatism, “exegetist Talmudism," tliat rigid adherence 
to the old theories and their mechanical apjdication; 

B. The mcmopolization by Stalin of explaining Marxism- 
Leninism based on the cult of the individual, which inescapably 
brought about dogmatism, the crippling of courageous and pio¬ 
neering theoretical work, the disregarding of the particular 
characteristics of the various countries, and the applying of the 
old, sc^metimes antiquated scholastic theories—whereas the 
further development of Marxism-Leninism must be based on 
many-sided, characteristic situations and their solution through 
sci en t i hc t h core t i c a 1 met Ii ods. 

Without a doubt it would be a mistake to apply and consider 
Marxism-Leninism as a "dead letter," a trite saying, or a dogma. 
It cannot be doubted that in every country there exist differ¬ 
ences in class struggles, in economy and culture, which are char¬ 
acteristically different from that of any other country, which 
came about through the various phases of social development. 
Moreover it cannot be doubted that the proper application of 
Marxism-Leninism can and must be done only by recognizing 
these characteristics in the field of history, social development, 
and the like—and not independently of time and space. At the 
same time it is clear that Marxism-Leninism as a teaching about 
the legitimacy of developing society remains always applicable 
in all social question^. 

Since the death of f.enin a rigid dogmatism has been the 
rule, based on the application and further development of 
Marxism-Leninism and upon the theory of scientific socialism. 
This has caused serious theoretical mistakes, which have had 
repercussions in social development on a world wide scale as 
well as on the struggle between the two systems, and finally on 
the fate of socialism itself. 

As a result of the Stalinist monopoly over the science of 
Marxism-Leninism, ideas became prevalent in Communist and 
Workers' Parties that the only way of building socialism through 
"proper" methods, ways, and means, were those practiced in the 
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Soviet Union. Leninist teachings dealing with the application 
of Marxism-Leninism to characteristic situations in the Soviet 
Union were forced into the background. The existence of the 
Soviet Union, its development and strengthening, have had a 
decisive historical significance on the development of socialism 
all over the world. This is the basic theory of scientific socialism. 
Of course it cannot be denied that the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union has had the most experience in the pioneering 
application of Marxism-Leninism, which means that the Com¬ 
munist Party of the Soviet Union is the one that is destined to 
play the most important role in further development of Marx- 
ist-Leninist teachings. But from all this it does not necessarily 
follow that the application of Marxism-Leninism to Soviet situ¬ 
ations should constitute a general law, which would be every¬ 
where applicable, regardless of characteristic Soviet situations, 
as the only correct and binding theory. This could cause serious 
difficulties in the development of socialism on a world-wide 
scale. 

“All nations wull arrive at socialism—this is inescapable—but 
they wfill not arrive there in a completely identical fashion. Each 
wall lend its own characteristics to one or another form of de¬ 
mocracy, or one or another form of the dictatorship of the pro¬ 
letariat, or to the changes and the pace at which socialist life 
will be finally accomplished,” stated Lenin. 

The great importance of these individual traits is especially 
pointed up by the following words of Lenin: 

As long as there are national and governmental differences be¬ 
tween nations and peoples—and we know that these differences 
will be apparent for a very, very long time to come, even after the 
attainment of the dictatorship of the proletariat on a world-wide 
scale—there will be a need for the tactical unity of the international 
movement of the world’s Communist workers. This will not demand 
the elimination of various differences, or the end of specific na¬ 
tional characteristics, but the validation of basic Communist 
theories (soviet power and the dictatorship of the proletariat), 
in conformance with national and governmental differences. It 
is necessary in each individual country to seek out, to study, find, 
and recognize those national characteristics, those characteristic 
elements which, from a national standpoint, may lead to the 
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concrete solution of the central international problem, to the 
victory over opportunism and leftist doctrinairism, to overthrow¬ 
ing the rule of the bourgeoisie, and to the creation of the Soviet 
Republic and the dictatorship of the proletariat: this is the chief 
aim in the leading, (and not only the leading) countries at the 
present time. 

Lenin is speaking of the same thing when he says that the 
road leading to socialist economy is generally well known, and 
he rounds out this declaration by the following: 

But the concrete ways and means of achieving this change 
are necessarily very diverse and they must so remain, since they 
depend upon conditions upon which the creation of socialism 
and progress toward it begins. All these local differences, as well 
as the characteristics forms of the economy, the way of life of 
the population, the degree of their preparedness, and all plans 
directed toward realizing the road to socialism, must be reflected 
in the attempts for bringing socialism about. 

Lenin brought this to the attention of Hungarians during 
the first days of the Soviet Republic, when he told us in a direct 
radio message: 

It can not be questioned that under the characteristic condi¬ 
tions of the Hungarian revolution it would be wrong merely to 
imitate our Russian tactics in every detail. 

Serious damage was done to the ideological preparation of 
the Communist and the Workers' Parties as well as to the fur¬ 
ther development of Marxist-Leninist theories by those methods 
which, since the death of Lenin, have tried to “solve" arising 
difficulties and various viewpoints with drastic rules, branding 
of people, with terrorism, and by enforcing the autocratic rule 
of dogmatic voluntaryism stemming from the monopolization 
of Marxism-Leninism, instead of through scientific debates and 
exchange of views. This is clearly proven by the sharp political- 
theoretical differences which have cropped up in the Hungarian 
Party, and by the method through which these have been 
“settled." 

A People's Democracy is the only characteristic form that has 
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thus far been recognized by the dogmatic explanation of Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism in attaining socialism through the transition from 
capitalism to socialism. But the People's Democracies are 
treated as similar, utilizing identical methods, prescribing for 
their development identical forms and pace, not recognizing the 
diversity of differences in conditions, although it is clearly ap¬ 
parent that socialism is different in its development in the 
Soviet Union, China, Yugoslavia, or Hungary. 

Such rigid, dogmatic interpretations of Marxism-Leninism 
and its application prevent the “working out” of the characteris¬ 
tic forms of socialism. According to present accepted precepts 
the People’s Democracies are a type of proletarian dictatorship. 
The nonclarification of this theory, the absence of scientifically 
processed data, has had the deleterious effect that the People’s 
Democracy as a type of proletarian dictatorship under the me¬ 
chanical interpretation of Marxism-Leninism, and the copying 
of Soviet methods under completely different internal and in¬ 
ternational situations, have resulted in the loss in its essence of 
the people’s democratic character in all People’s Democracies. 
Serious contradictions have arisen between the form and the 
substance of these democracies. 

The historical circumstances surrounding the birth of the 
Soviet Union, the October Revolution, the civil war and im¬ 
perialist intervention, the building of socialism in a country 
under a hostile atmosphere, being left to its own devices, had 
lent to the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet Union 
special substance and form until the time of the Second World 
War. This demanded other methods than that of the People’s 
Democracies which could rely on strength and help from the 
Soviet Union and each other. 

A People’s Democracy is a democratic type of dictatorship of 
the proletariat. If in a People’s Democracy methods used by the 
Soviet under entirely different circumstances are imitated (as 
we have observed it to a lesser or greater degree in all People’s 
Democratic countries and to the greatest extent in Hungary), 
then the People’s Democracy ceases to be a type of proletarian 
dictatorship and loses the characteristics demanded by the situ¬ 
ations existing in that particular country. This has been experi¬ 
enced in the People’s Democratic countries to a great degree. 
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and it has been a serious obstacle to the stabilization of the sys¬ 
tem and the building of socialism. 

It is also an improper, anti-Marxist, anti-Stalinist viewpoint 
that regards the People’s Democracies as a type of the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat advocating force. Development in build¬ 
ing a socialist society is not attained by large-scale use of lorce, 
but by eliminating antagonistic interests in the social and eco¬ 
nomic spheres, by systematically decreasing the use of force to 
eliminate existing differences, and utilizing democratic forms 
and methods in the interest of close cooperation on the widest 
possible scale with the masses of working peo])le. 

Only within the framework of this general theory and in the 
interest of assuring and stabilizing the Peo[)le’s Democratic 
system and insuring a socialist vic tory over attempts by the ex¬ 
ploiting classes to put into operation their reac tionary, counter¬ 
revolutionary j)lans is it necessary and timely to utilize the more 
drastic rnethcxls of a die tatorship. 

This c]uestion has not been clarified as a theory in the 
People’s Democratic countries, and this is the reason for the un¬ 
certainty and the sharp c hanges, and the reason why in certain 
Communist and Workers’ Parties regarded as the special char¬ 
acter of a People’s Democracy is a de\aation from Marxism- 
Leninism, a viewpoint damaging to the Party, “rightist” and 
antipopular. 

The Soviet form and methods of building socialism, its me¬ 
chanical applicatiem, disregarding the special c haracteristics of 
various individual countries, raise serious obstacles in the path 
of international revolutionary workers’ movements, primarily 
and especially to the work of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties in the Western capitalist countries in their battle for 
socialism. For Central and Eastern European countries, and 
last but not least for us, it is ncxessary that we find and use such 
forms and methods in building socialism in all phases of social, 
political, economic, and cultural life, and we must realize such 
a rate of progress that it will make socialism acceptable and de¬ 
sirable to the widest possible masses in the capitalist cc3untries 
and to all strata of the working classes. 

Our social, economic, and cultural situation from which we 
proceeded to build socialism is in many ways very close to the 
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situation that prevails in the capitalist countries of the West. 
Therefore the similarities in the situations of the Western capi¬ 
talist countries and the present People's Democracies in Central 
and Eastern Europe make it possible that by the application of 
a creative Marxism-Leninism, taking into consideration the 
special character of the transition period and the situation in 
the various countries, as well as the new road to socialism, one 
can extend immeasurable aid to the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties of Western Europe in gaining the support of the work¬ 
ing masses in their struggle for socialism. Our conspicuously 
proper or improper standpoint on principles, our good or our 
bad work, our success or our failure, can promote or impede 
the cause of socialism in Western Europe. 



chapter 2. The Peaceful Coexistence 
of the Two Systems 


The rigid, mechanical interpretation of Marxism that disre¬ 
gards the necessity for exchange of views and debates within 
the Party, so prevalent in Stalin's era, was a prime factor in the 
role assumed by the Cominform in its stand against Yugoslav 
Communists. This stand caused such serious conflicts that it 
paralyzed for years the cooperation of the socialist and People's 
Democratic countries with the Yugoslav Communist Federa¬ 
tion, in the face of Lenin's theory of international proletarian- 
ism. 

The speeches of Comrade Khrushchev in Belgrade and in 
Sofia, and the July 4 and July 17 issues of Pravda, unmistakably 
revealed the motives behind the sharp attacks against the Yugo¬ 
slav Communists and the conflict in the Cominform. It was 
established that the conflict was sparked by the enemies of 
peace and of international workers' groups. It was established 
that upsetting friendly connections with Yugoslavia would serve 
only the forces of imperialist reaction and of the aggressors. 
Therefore the campaign against the Yugoslav Communists was 
a large-scale international provocation. 

Soviet and other sources have established that Yugoslavia, 
despite the difficulties it had to endure because of the disruption 
of connections between the Cominform countries, did not re¬ 
nounce its sovereignty, but preserved its national independence 
completely, in face of the imperialist camps. 

11 
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Yugoslavia is a country building socialism through stressing 
basic production methods in light and heavy industry, in bank¬ 
ing, in transportation, in commerce and the retail trades. The 
working class and the peasantry are the basic classes of the 
country. 

Politically, the working class and the peasantry are in power. 
Yugoslavia is developing through building socialism and 
through its cooperation with the socialist camps of other coun¬ 
tries. From the standpoint of its continuing development, it is 
most important for Yugoslavia to develop this cooperation and 
the strengthening of friendly ties with other countries. 

The principle has been established historically that, in addi¬ 
tion to the unity accepted in the chief and basic cjiiestions of 
insuring the victory of socialism, various forms and methods 
may be applied for solving concrete problems in the building 
of socialism—independently of historical and national charac¬ 
teristics. “As long as there are national and state differences 
between peoples, the tac tical unity of the world’s (iommunist 
worker movements demands that the basic })rinciples of Com¬ 
munism (Soviet power and dictatorship of the proletariat) be 
enforced in such a way that they will be carefully remolded to 
meet the different recpiirements of the various national states, 
to scjlve ccjncretely the tmiversal international problem,” writes 
Lenin. 

The Soviet CYmimunist Party now finds it desirable to make 
contact with the Yugoslav Communist Federation on the basis 
of Marxism-Leninism. Fhis will be greatly aided by the joint 
declaration issued in Belgrade, according to which internal 
order, the differences in social structure and the different meth¬ 
ods of building scxialism are strictly matters for the people of 
the specific nation to dec ide. 

Tlie Belgrade annc:)uncement has historical significance. It 
leads the international revolutionary movement back to the 
road shown by Marx-Fngels-Lenin, making possible the un¬ 
folding of its powerful, all-inclusive, scientific principles and 
teachings; providing for a flexible application of these prin¬ 
ciples and teachings according to the specific requirements of 
the various countries, thus making possible the principle of 
peaceful coexistence; and eliminating the monopoly of Marx- 
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ism, by repression of dogmatism all over the world in the inter¬ 
ests of a victorious socialism. 

On the basis of the principles laid down in the Belgrade an¬ 
nouncements and subsequent commentaries, “1 itoism"—so 
called in an effort to designate the political principles of Yugo¬ 
slav Communists for building socialism—cannot be regarded as 
a deviation from Marxism-Leninism or as a bourgeois ideology 
or as a detrimental viewpoint of imperialist agents, but as the 
creative applic ation of Marxism-Leninism to building socialism 
under the spec ific, characteristic social and economic conditions 
of Yugoslavia. I he charge of “TitC3ism” and ‘'Yugoslav social¬ 
ism” (when applied to me it was called “new Titoism” and 
“Hungarian socialism”) sprang from the already discredited 
anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist viewpoint, according to which the 
only and the exclusive method fc3r building socialism was that 
used by the Soviet. 

That platform of political principles which considers all devi¬ 
ation from rigid dogmas as a stand to be prosecuted, which does 
not permit even an exchange of views within the Party, has car¬ 
ried on a ruthless campaign against all Party efforts that seek to 
find new ways of building socialism by paying particular atten¬ 
tion tc3 characteristic local situations. Effc^rts that try to apply 
Soviet methods mechanically instead of critically evaluating 
them are in reality merely a continuation of the battle against 
Titc^ism in a disguised form. 

Lessons of great historical significance can be learned from 
the Belgrade declarations, lessons that can be learned only from 
an intensive study of principles and a wide exchange of experi¬ 
ences. 

A. In applying Marxism-Leninism, one must discard every¬ 
thing that is superannuated, antiquated, outworn, and create 
new scientific principles in conformity with the times, thus de¬ 
veloping scientific socialism further. 

B. To apply Marxism-Leninism to other countries by up¬ 
holding its principles without modification can cause only the 
distortion or stagnation of Marxism. It is therefore an improper, 
unscientific and anti-Marxist method to copy or mechanically 
ape the ap»plication of scientific socialism. By enriching Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism with new tenets and applying them practically on 
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the basis of experiences gained in the various countries, after 
careful and intensive examination, these principles can be uti¬ 
lized bravely in conformity with the characteristic local situa¬ 
tions. 

C. In this sense, “Hungarian socialism,'’ which was meant to 
be a disparaging label for the independent application of scien¬ 
tific socialism, is in effect nothing else but a type of Hungarian 
socialism, in other words, the application of Marxism-Leninism 
to specific Hungarian situations. 

D. The scientific development of Marxism-Leninism on the 
basis of experiences gained through theoretical and practical 
work is the primary problem of the Communist Party in every 
country. Renouncing this obligation, neglecting it, shifting it 
to someone else, placing certain Communist Parties under an 
ideological guardianship, or acceptance of such guardianship, 
creates great danger for the fate of socialism and is foreign to 
the teachings of socialism and to the ideals of the founding 
geniuses. 

The conflict in the Cominform was a provocation of the 
greatest magnitude, with the most serious consequences in the 
history of the international revolutionary workers’ movements. 
It created a schism between the Communist and the Workers' 
Parties; disrupted the internal unity of the Parties; put the 
countries of the socialist camp into sharpest opposition to 
Yugoslavia; disrupted the economic cooperation of the Come- 
con countries; increased international tension; increased the 
danger of war. All of this caused immeasurable political and 
moral losses. 

The civil war was carried on in the international workers' 
movements through unprecedented means and methods. Politi¬ 
cal propaganda utilized every means of a “cold war,” not shrink¬ 
ing even from the use of slander, incitement, disparagement, 
threats, and the most ignoble, contemptible means. Political 
pressure, economic blockade, military threats had made the con¬ 
flict extraordinarily serious, threatening, and dangerous, so 
much so that for almost seven years it paralyzed the endeavors 
of the international revolutionary movement and aided the 
forces of imperialism. 

In this civil war, in this international provocation, a serious 
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role was played by the Hungarian Party, whose “foursome" 
leadership, with Mdtyas Rdkosi at the helm, excelling even the 
activities of the Soviet Union, and the Communist and Work¬ 
ers’ Panics of other People’s Democracies in this field was in the 
forefront of tlie attack against Yugoslavia and its Communist 
Party and leadership, and in organizing international provoca¬ 
tion. The Rajk trial; the executions, all built up on the 

conception'* method, which have since been completely un¬ 
masked as lies; the mass imprisonments; the persecutions; the 
unbridled, inciting speeches and writings of Mityas Rakosi, 
Mihaly Farkas, Erno Gero, Joseph Revai, and others: all of the 
anti-Tito, anti-Yugoslav literature, the pamphlets, the declara¬ 
tions, the activities of the press and radio, as well as a long, long 
line of economic, political, and other measures taken against 
Yugoslavia—all these are well-known, irrefutable facts. 

Serious responsibility rests on the leadership of the Hungar¬ 
ian Party during that time for the role it played in this civil 
war—and on Mdtyds Rdkosi first of all. The vitally urgent du¬ 
ties in the leadership of the Hungarian Party, stemming from 
international proletarianism and the best interests, economic 
and political, of the Hungarian nation, demand that the serious 
mistakes that have been committed should be revealed; the 
necessary conclusions drawn; the responsibility established; the 
obstacles that stood in the path of the civil war and their dele¬ 
terious effects removed. Thus compensation can be made for 
the mistakes of the past, and all the necessary requirements cre¬ 
ated for establishing Yugoslav-Hungarian friendship on a broth¬ 
erly basis between these two neighboring countries. 

The most stable basis for this is the political and economic 
interdependence of the two countries. The construction of the 
national economy of the tw^o countries, the direction of their de¬ 
velopment, the supply of raw materials, the geographic location, 
the transportation lines, the pathway to the sea, moreover the 
political and internal security angles and other mutual points 
of interest, make it imperatively necessary that the Hungarian 
Party should work out the questions, forms, and methods of po¬ 
litical, economic, cultural, and other tvpes of cooperation be¬ 
tween the two countries. 

These have become necessary through the experiences of the 
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seven-year conflict with Yugoslavia. The experiences have con¬ 
vinced us that in addition to the political damage done and the 
economic harm to Yugoslavia, there were also serious economic 
repercussions to our country and our people, in addition to the 
irreparable harm to the good neighborly feeling. Calculating 
the damage to our peoples’ economy must be done as soon as 
possible. Simultaneously with rectifying the damage done to 
Yugoslavia by the economic blockade and the stoppage of trans¬ 
portation facilities, our people must be made aware of the mag¬ 
nitude of the damage done to our own country, and of our re¬ 
sponsibilities for the active participation in this conflict of the 
Cominform. 

Creating a mutual basis of principles and policies for friendly 
connection between the two countries and the two parties can 
be done on the basis of the policies set forth in the Belgrade 
declaration. This opens up a new era of furthering Marxism- 
Leninism in the international revolutionary movement and the 
reciprocal relationship of the Communist Parties. In the inter¬ 
est of re-establishing political and organizational connections 
between the Hungarian and the Yugoslav Communist Parties, 
we must start the liquidation and elimination of all anti-Marx¬ 
ist views that belong to the category of “Tiioism,” on the basis 
of the principles of the Belgrade declaration and in the spirit of 
Marxist-Leninist teachings. Action initiated by the leaders of 
the Soviet Communist Party to end the conflict in the Comin¬ 
form is an event of historical significance in the international 
revolutionary movement. It means the beginning of a new era 
in the countries building socialism and in the connections be¬ 
tween the Communists and the Workers’ Parties. Following the 
example of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, our 
Party must sincerely and as soon as possible also step on this 
road. All the more because, following the example of the Com¬ 
munist Party, the People’s Democratic countries, along state 
and party lines alike, have done much more in the interests of 
restoring friendly connections with Yugoslavia than we have. 
In our case, a part of the leadership played a role that was overly 
compromising, and because of the serious personal responsibili¬ 
ties, apart from a few hackneyed, stereotyped phrases did not 
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aid by one single step or do anything toward restoring friendly 
connections between the two countries. 

In addition to numerous facts and occurrences this is indi¬ 
cated by the speech of Comrade Tito on July 27, 1955, at Kar- 
lovac, in which he established that the endeavors of certain 
leaders of the Hungarian Party and of Hungary were to pre¬ 
vent the restoration of good relations and to continue the old 
detrimental policies. The problem of leadership of the Hun¬ 
garian Party was to clear away the obstacles in the path of re¬ 
suming mutual friendly relations, end all the scheming, ma¬ 
neuvering, time-wasting, wait-and-see policies, as well as the 
double-dealing, which indicated the continuation of the old, 
obscure, detrimental policies against Yugoslavia and the Com¬ 
munist Party of Yugoslavia, serving only the interests of the 
enemy. Attempts like those in the articles by B^la Szalai about 
the development of Hungarian-Yugoslav friendship must be 
discontinued as inimical to the best interests of the country and 
Party. Such activities, instead of revealing and correcting mis¬ 
takes, mean to “solve” the cpiestion by falsific ation of facts, un¬ 
principled “covering up,” and in reality trying to take the cpies- 
tion of Hungarian-Yugoslav friendship into a blind alley. From 
all this one must conclude that to the degree to whic h the Hun¬ 
garian leadership participated at the time in the Cominform 
conflict, at least to that same degree it should participate in the 
eJitiiinalion of the damaging results of this conflic t—[)rimarily 
in the restoration and stabilization of Hungarian-Yugoslav 
friendship and l)rotherly-fnendly connections. The Rakosi 
speech at Csepel, which in its essence w^as a repetition of the 
tactics proposed in the Szalai article, w^as an evasion wn'th re¬ 
gard to disclosing and rectifying mistakes, and did not give the 
slightest indicatic^n of a Rakosi type of self-criticism. It did not 
advance the satisfactory solution of the Hungarian-Yugoslav 
question by one single step: a solution that is necessary from the 
vicuvpoint of both parties and both countries, as Avell as freun 
the standpoint c^f the international situation. This is necessary 
and inesc apable. I do not know^ whether the Central Commit¬ 
tee discussed or at least saw the article written by Bela Szalai, 
entitled “I.asting Peace,” dealing wdth settling the Yugoslav- 
Hungarian problem, and the statement made by Maty^s Rjikosi 
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at Csepel on this same question. Either way it is the duty of the 
central leadership to put an end to the allusions to ‘T6ter G^- 
bor and his band” in connection with the breaking down and 
degeneration of Yugoslav-Hungarian friendship. P^ter Gabor 
and his fellow conspirators, who have been called to account 
and convicted by the Hungarian courts, had committed a long 
series of despicable crimes against the Hungarian people. But to 
declare that Peter Gabor and his fellow criminals were to blame 
for the “evil situation” through which Hungarian-Yugoslav re¬ 
lations worsened is a distortion of facts. It is also a lie that the 
hostile, provocative activities of Peter Gdbor and his band “mis¬ 
led” the Party leaders, Rakosi, Ger 5 , Farkas and Revai, and 
that not they but Peter Gabor and his accomplices slandered 
the leaders of the Yugoslav people. This is a lie, which under¬ 
estimates the memory of the workers. To take this attitude on 
the question of restoring friendly relations between the two 
People’s Democratic countries and two Communist Parties is 
only a revival of the cursed past. A stop must be put to this be¬ 
fore it is too late. It may be assumed that shirking responsibility 
in this fashion had a serious effect upon the breaking off of the 
conferences in Belgrade on Hungarian-Yugoslav financial mat¬ 
ters. The Party leaders must accept the responsibility for these 
serious consequences. Hungarian Communists, especially the 
central Party leadership, must take to heart very seriously the 
following declaration by Marx concerning the duties of the pro¬ 
letariat, which he sent as a message to the first International 
Workers’ Federation: 

They must take up the cudgels in defending the simple, basic 
laws of morals and justice, which must rule the relations between 
private individuals, and which must also be the chief laws gov¬ 
erning the contacts between nations. We must not permit the 
country and the Party to be diverted from these basic principles. 

Hungarian Communists must regard this as their honored 
cause: that on the basis of the mutual principles established by 
the Soviet in the Belgrade declaration, they immediately take a 
stand to restore relations between Hungary and Yugoslavia. It 
is unforgivable that in the midst of decreasing international 
tension the relation between two countries building socialism 
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should continue to worsen instead of becoming the closest co¬ 
operation for stabilization of friendship. Therefore, the central 
leadership of the Hungarian Workers’ Party should urgently 
discuss the question of settling Yugoslav-Hungarian relations; 
make the proper resolutions; and direct the competent Party 
and state authorities-—the Political Committee and the govern¬ 
ment of the People’s Republic—immediately to take up the es¬ 
tablishment of friendly relations between Hungary and Yugo¬ 
slavia, and to start to eliminate radically the serious mistakes 
committed in the past. It is the moral and political duty of the 
Hungarian Communists, following the example of the Commu¬ 
nist Party of the Soviet Union, impregnated by the spirit of in¬ 
ternational proletarianism, to eradicate the causes of tension, 
thus assuring the brotherly cooperation of the peoples and the 
Communist Parties of Yugoslavia and Hungary. 

One may certainly rest assured that if the relationship be¬ 
tween the two countries is based on mutual trust and sincere 
friendship, then understanding will not be found wanting on 
the part of Yugoslavia: for this there is an especially great need 
under present circumstances. 



Chapter 3. The Five Basic Principles of International 
Relations and the Question of 
Our Foreign Policy 


During the past one or two years, we can safely say that we 
have been eyewitnesses of extraordinary events in world politics. 
These new and extraordinary events are: the five basic princi¬ 
ples that were first explained at the Bandung Conference by the 
representatives of the Chinese Republic and India, Chou En- 
lai and Nehru; following that, the announcement at the time 
of Tito’s visit to India, and later the joint Sovict-Yugoslav com¬ 
munique issued at Belgrade, declaring these principles to be the 
basis for settling international relations. Since then the five 
principles have traveled a long, long road, going around the 
world. The conference of the heads of state at Geneva, the As¬ 
sembly of the United Nations, the trip of Khrushchev and 
Bulganin to Asia, the visit of Tito to North Africa, gave added 
emphasis to the international significance of these five basic 
principles. During recent times there have not been govern¬ 
mental declarations that did not propose to settle relations be¬ 
tween countries and peoples on the basis of national independ¬ 
ence, sovereignty, territorial inviolability, noninterference in 
internal affairs. Not a single declaration has been made that 
opposed or even questioned the justice and correctness of the 
five basic principles. From these facts we must arrive at con¬ 
clusions of utmost importance: that these will have a decisive 
influence on the great changes that are taking place in the field 
of international relations. 
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The five basic principles are designed to regulate relations 
between the various countries. If, however, we try to analyze 
them more thoroughly, we can see that although these princi¬ 
ples are apparent in international relationships, their signif¬ 
icance goes much further: they include national existence, so¬ 
cial development, and many basic questions of human freedom. 
If these aims are not realized, the countries and peoples will 
remain in slavery, at the lowest rung of social development and 
human civilization, emergence from which can be attained only 
through the principles of national independence, sovereignty, 
equality, noninterference in internal affairs, and the assurance 
of self-determination. Losing, limiting, or renouncing these 
rights must result in the dissolution and destruction of nations, 
peoples and cultures. 

The five basic principles may be considered the goal of any 
national liberation movement, of any transformation of colonial 
or semicolonial peoples. In principle the problem of national 
liberation movements and transformation of peoples is to bring 
about victory for the cause of national independence, to eradi¬ 
cate every form of national dependence and subordination. 
Attaining nationhood, national independence, sovereignty, and 
equality are not always realized by various peoples simultane¬ 
ously, or through the same means or similar processes. 

The centuries-old battles for national ideals and national 
independence, the struggle for economic, political, and cultural 
nationhood, was carried out in Hungary under characteristic 
local circumstances, despite the survival of a dependence stem¬ 
ming from the feudal system and foreign subjugation. 

Nothing could be more erroneous than to feel that, since na¬ 
tional independence, sovereignty, equality in an era of social 
progress were problems of internal transformation, national 
principles and ideals are also antiquated. 

The nation’s bourgeoisie, which could prosper only by op¬ 
pressing the working class, established its rule and subordinated 
tlie great national interests, for which it had also fought at 
one time, to its own selfish class interests. Thus the interests of 
the ruling bourgeoisie clashed with the interests of the nation, 
to the great detriment of the country. 

The historical events of the last decade prove most convinc- 
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ingly that the ideals of national independence, sovereignty, 
equality, and self-determination, which from a historical stand¬ 
point bc( aiiie tlie ideal of the masses through the national liber¬ 
ation movements, the social transformation, and development 
were most important factors in the period of change from capi¬ 
talism to socialism. The emergence into the forefront of inter¬ 
national life of the five previously mentioned basic principles 
during the last two years prove this most convincingly. These 
obvious facts also indicate other things, above all, that the 
world is now living in an era of socialist transformation, by 
peaceful methods or revolution; that the five basic principles 
are not proving completely effective in practice, and that there¬ 
fore the development toward socialism, the transition from capi¬ 
talism that we are facing in the present era, is increasingly 
significant. 

Moreover, facts indicate that the five basic principles cannot 
be limited to the capitalistic system or the battle between 
the two systems, but must extend to the relations between the 
the countries witliin the democratic and socialist camps. 

The five basic principles do not spring from differences be¬ 
tween the two systems—capitalism and socialism—they do not 
express this difference, but they are factors independent of social 
and political relationships in the international field. Therefore 
these five basic principles cannot be interpreted in a one-sided 
fashion, as meaning that one must fight for their realization 
only in the battle against the imperialist endeavors of the capi¬ 
talist great powers. It must not be assumed that these principles 
are antiquated and therefore unnecessary in the countries within 
the socialist camps. 

There exist erroneous views to the effect that clinging to these 
five principles and enforcing them in the relationships between 
the countries belonging to the democratic and socialist camps 
is contrary to proletarian internationalism and nationalism, 
and indicative of a deviation toward chauvinism, and thus 
weakening the democratic and socialist camps. 

On the contrary: they strengthen them, because the socialist 
camp can become tlie rallying point of independent sovereign 
countries possessing equal rights, respecting the principle of 
noninterference in each other’s affairs. Moreover close coopera- 
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tion within the socialist camp in the economic, political, and 
cultural fields can insure a healthy relationship if the five basic 
principles are mutually respected. Therefore close cooperation 
among the countries of the socialist camp and realization of the 
five basic principles do not contradict one another. At the same 
time, however, these connections are based on new princi¬ 
ples which conform to the demands of a development toward 
socialism. It cannot be considered accidental that these five 
basic princi[des became apjiarent and greatly significant in 
connection with laying the foundation for the relationships 
between countries belonging to the democratic and socialist 
camps. It must also be taken into consideration that the five 
basic principles w^crc put forward by the economically under¬ 
developed countries who participated in the Bandung Confer¬ 
ence. For them the adoption of these principles was the prime 
recjLiisite for their economic, political, and cultural develop¬ 
ment and for the assuranc e of their national existence. 

The principles that govern the relationships between coun¬ 
tries and peoples do not touch the interests of only one or 
another social stratum, but affect the fate of the entire nation; 
therefore they are considered the basis of all-inclusive national 
policies. Such national policies can be carried on c^nly by a 
nation that possesses national independence and sovereignty, 
and thus can protect its liberty and equality against other peo¬ 
ples and does not permit interference in its private affairs. 
National independence, which is the most important factor of 
all in the five basic principles, has as its basic requirement na¬ 
tional unity, creation of national loyalty, and winning the 
support of the masses for the cause of national independence. 
In such a way, the support of the widest possible masses is w^on 
to participate actively in the solution of ciecisive national prob¬ 
lems. These events are taking place before our very eyes, not 
only in certain countries but on entire continents. This is the 
role of people creating history, carrying on the battle that is 
based on the ideals of the five basic principles. 

The noble traditions of these five basic principles have roots 
in our country also, which were formed during our historical 
development. There were periods in history when the light 
of these principles and ideals of ours shone brightly in all of 
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Europe. The noble traditions of battles for independence are 
still alive today, and have their effect, nurturing these princi¬ 
ples as our greatest national virtue. Attaining national inde¬ 
pendence and sovereignty where it is nonexistent, or preserving 
it, has always been the greatest national problem in past pe¬ 
riods, as it is today and will be in the future, even under the 
socialist system’s development. While nations and national 
states exist—and on this score we face an entire historical era— 
the five basic principles will remain the motivating power of 
the development of the socialist system. That is why the nation 
clings to its independence, sovereignty, and freedom. That is 
w^hy it cannot and does not yield to force or “voluntary” relin¬ 
quishing of these ideals. There were and are difficult times in 
the life of a nation, when those in power alluding to the best 
interests of the people and the nation, accept dependence, 
subordination, humiliating slavery—betraying the cause of na¬ 
tional independence. There are many instances in history that 
show that the former ruling classes accepted slavery for the na¬ 
tion, instead of independence, sovereignty, liberty and equality, 
to ensure their own specially privileged status. However, ac¬ 
cording to the lessons of history, these betrayals of the nation 
do not end with the destruction of the nation but with that 
of the traitors, following which the ideals of freedom and inde¬ 
pendence burn with a stronger and brighter flame in the hearts 
of the masses. 

The ideals of national independence and sovereignty that 
in our time have been so emphatically set forth by the five 
basic principles—which in the old Hungary had never been 
fully realized—were left as a legacy to the working classes. The 
working class must become a more consistent fighter for the 
ideals of independence and freedom than were the bourgeoisie. 
The working class cannot clash with the cause of national inde¬ 
pendence, sovereignty, freedom and equality. It cannot subordi¬ 
nate the universal interest of the nation to its own class interests, 
because the working class can liberate itself and has done so 
only in conjunction with the other working classes, and can 
stabilize its power only by cooperating fully with them. Tlius 
the interests of the working class and the nation are identical 
and cannot come into conflict with the universal national inter- 
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ests. Historical developments have made the working class the 
supporter and guardian of the future fate of the nation and 
the embodiment of national ideals. 

With the emergence of die five basic principles, the greatest 
problem in the development toward socialism came to the fore¬ 
front. So far, in the transition from capitalism to socialism, little 
was said about these principles, as though tlie road to socialism 
had outstripped these principles. The scientific theory of Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism, the foreign policy of the countries in the social¬ 
ist camp, applied these five basic principles only to the imperial¬ 
ist great powers and capitalist relationships. Neither from the 
theoretical or practical political standpoint is it correct to view 
the five basic principles as a schism between the two systems, 
limiting it exclusively to the capitalist world. This would not 
agree with the Marxist-Leninist viewpoint either. The five basic 
principles are undoubtedly powerful motivating factors in the 
struggle against imperialist, capitalist conquest and its efforts to 
subjugate. But they are also a powerful factor in the building 
of a socialist society. Minimizing this or denying this may have 
serious consequences, and as facts show, the danger does not 
recede but grows. These situations arise from improper anti- 
Marxist views which declare that socialism supersedes national¬ 
ism, denying the national characteristics of socialism, falsifying 
international proletarianism—in reality this means a cosmo¬ 
politan distortion of Marxism. The working class, if it wants to 
fulfill its historical role and accept, as it must, the burden of solv¬ 
ing national problems, must above all insure its independence 
and sovereignty. In this it will inescapably find itself in opposi¬ 
tion to those cosmopolitan views which declare that the dogmas 
remaining from the ideological, autocratic rule of Stalin are 
binding principles of socialism in general. By this they place 
obstacles to the spreading of socialism in all parts of the world. 
It is understandable that under these circumstances the five 
basic principles play such an important role, gaining ground so 
swiftly in those countries that are taking their first steps toward 
socialism. The remnants of ideological, autocratic rule, the 
binding dogmas and patterns, are in sharp contrast to the real¬ 
ization of the five basic principles, making it more difficult for 
the working class to fulfill its leading role. Through such actions 
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the working class is separated from the workers’ movements of 
the world. Its international character, stemming from its class 
role, becomes limited, and as a result proletarian internation¬ 
alism is falsified. 71ie working class is hindered in creating na¬ 
tional unity and prevented from lining up the majority of the 
nation to support and accept the aims and leadership of the 
working class. In carrying out this goal, acceptance of the five 
basic principles is inescapable. Only through such acceptance 
can national ideals and problems be solved. The working class 
cannot be international, in the interpretation of the idea by 
Marxist socialism, if its internationalism does not lie in devo¬ 
tion and faithfulness to its own nation—and if it does not rest 
on accepting responsibility for its own national independence, 
sovereignty, and equality. 

71ie dogmas remaining from the ideological, autocratic rule 
of Stalin interfere with the harmony of the working class as well 
as with its unity in attempting to realize its historical role. They 
mean disruption of unity and harmony on the international 
and national level. They mean that accepting the national 
ideals expressed in the five basic principles, the imperative task 
of the working class in building a socialist society, is opposed to 
proletarian internationalism. The only proper way of eradi¬ 
cating these differences is to discard the anti-Marxist views 
regarding the dogmas and patterns declared under the ideolog¬ 
ical, autocratic rule of Stalin as binding and generally applica¬ 
ble, and to replace his view with the Marxist-Leninist theory 
of locally characteristic socialism; the five basic principles of 
national existence, and the principle of noninterference. In 
Hungary, the Party labels the application of the five basic prin¬ 
ciples as an opportunist, nationalist, anti-Soviet view, opposed 
and contrary to the only proper—that is Marxist—viewpoint. 
Under such circumstances the working class cannot become the 
standard-bearer of the five principles or embrace the cause of 
national independence. The party renounces acceptance of 
these principles, thus isolating itself from the majority of the 
nation—because it does not take into consideration national 
characteristics, traditions, and other factors. As a result it comes 
into contradiction with itself. This in turn creates a social 
crisis in economic, political, and cultural affairs alike. Therefore 
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this road is impracticable and impossible for Hungarian Com¬ 
munists to follow. 

The question arises: can the working class be at one and the 
same time the chief pillar and vanguard in building socialism 
a 7 id in putting national ideals and aims into practice? Can the 
ideals of socialism, proletarian internationalism, and national 
independence be reconciled? These questions must without 
doubt be answered by an unqualified Yes. The national ideals 
embodied in the five basic principles do not point toward a 
separation between nations, but indicate the dra\ving together 
of nations that are speeding up and smoothing the course to¬ 
ward socialism. The five principles are guarantees that while 
advancing together inside the socialist camp, and continuing 
social, economic, and cultural development under nationally 
specific situations, the independence, sovereignly, and cc|uality 
of the individual nations can be preserved. 

This circumstance makes it possible for countries and peoples 
in which there arc Marxist workers’ parties, other progressive 
nationalist parties or patriotic forces, to approach and develop 
socialism, which is impossible along Soviet lines. It opens up wide 
vistas of possibilities with regard to developing socialism along 
specifically national roads. These arc based on the past unequal 
development of countries under capitalism, a logical result of 
which is unequal development under socialism. Since the five 
basic principles are so closely connected with this theory, we 
find that this view is diametrically opposed to ideological dog¬ 
matism. In answering the questions that have been posed here, 
one cannot ignore tlie fact that, under situations that govern the 
building of socialism, the working class which is in power as 
the embodiment of national aspirations caji become the true 
fighter for proletarian internationalism only on the basis of na¬ 
tionalistic principles. 

There arc serious mistakes and errors from the ideological 
and practical viewpoint in the transition from capitalism to 
socialism on such decisive questions as are expressed in the 
five basic principles, which cannot be reconciled with Marxism. 
The concepts expressed in these principles under their original 
interpretation cannot be narrowed down or limited in their 
development toward socialism. If they are modified, they become 
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more perfect, more complete, more general, and more com¬ 
prehensive. In the process of realizing a socialist society, there¬ 
fore, the principles of national independence, sovereignty, 
freedom, equality, self-determination, noninterference, and a 
socialist national existence become more perfect and inviolable 
if added to other basic factors. 

Only thus, along the only correct basic Marxist principles 
and upon the principle of peaceful coexistence of countries 
having different social and political systems, can there evolve a 
socialist society that consists of countries traveling different 
roads under particular national patterns, but independent, free, 
and equal. It cannot be doubted that it is more difficult to en¬ 
force these five principles against the imperialist great powers 
than between countries of a democratic and socialist type. But 
from this it does not in the least follow that among the latter 
these guiding principles have become “superfluous,'* or that 
they should be interpreted differently. On the contrary, there 
they are more easily realized and offer wider possibilities for 
application. The decisive question is: who does respect these 
basic principles, and who does not? 

The concepts outlined in the five basic principles have be¬ 
come very apparent to us, and have come to the forefront in 
relations between nations after the Soviet-Yugoslav declaration 
made at Belgrade. These five basic principles and the Belgrade 
Soviet-Yugoslav declaration, which directly concerned us, 
created great ideological and political opportunities for us. They 
depicted the clear and concise outlines of a Marxist platform, 
on the basis of which the Communist or other Marxist workers' 
parties could work out the political and theoretical method of 
cooperation and harmony along proletarian internationalist 
lines, as well as the guiding principles governing their realiza¬ 
tion. 

The leadership of the Hungarian Workers’ Party as evi¬ 
denced by many manifestations, regards—completely incor¬ 
rectly—the Belgrade declaration as a temporary compromise and 
a sacrifice which the Soviet Communist Party was obliged to 
make in order to tear Yugoslavia away from the influence of the 
imperialists. This is the explanation why nothing has happened 
so far in our camp to put into operation the principles enunci- 
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ated in the Belgrade declaration or to use the opportunities 
which it has created. It is clear that the five basic principles and 
the Belgrade declaration are not temporary compromises. They 
were a historic necessity, even though there are people who 
attempt to use them for covering up their political machina¬ 
tions. As to the historical necessity: from the events of two 
decades of the Communist International, from the activities of 
the Cominform, from the damaging legacy of the autocratic, 
ideological rule of Stalin, and from the proven political inter¬ 
dependence of the Communist and workers’ parties, emerge rich 
international experiences. The Hungarian Party’s leadership 
does not want to learn anything from these experiences. Al¬ 
though they could have learned from their own difficulties, they 
did not draw any conclusions and behave as if nothing had hap¬ 
pened. For them so far the Belgrade declaration has remained a 
scrap of paper. In order that it should become a living reality, 
the still-existing strong remnants of Stalinist autocratic rule 
must disappear. Those principles that have become rigid dog¬ 
mas and hackneyed phrases, the talk about enforcing the Soviet 
example and about the binding nature of certain principles, 
which have created the crisis in the cause of international so¬ 
cialism, can now be replaced by the application of the Belgrade 
declaration. 

Every vestige of the manifestation of Stalinist autocratic rule 
must be liquidated all the more because the dogmatism emanat¬ 
ing from it monopolizes the interpretation of Marxist-Leninist 
theory, the methods of its practical application, while all other 
views or interpretations are branded as opportunism. Those 
who do not accept it, approve of it, or who consider the meth¬ 
ods injurious, who want to enforce in their own countries the 
true Marxist-Leninist theories brought forth by the Belgrade 
declaration and forgotten during the Stalin era, are considered 
opportunists. 

A change is necessary also because autocratic ideological rule 
is opposed to the spirit of the Belgrade declaration and its spe¬ 
cial provisions, which consider all interference as unforgivable, 
including ideological interference, which prevents and excludes 
in the Party an exchange of views, debate, the battle of opinions, 
the democratism of Party life, and instead raises to the level of 
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virtue all slavish copying, obscures and devalues ideology, de¬ 
grades the Party, and insults the self-respect of the Hungarian 
Marxist. 

This also applies to the creation and stabilization of lasting 
friendly relations with all other countries. But since, within 
the socialist camp, the relation of individual countries with the 
Soviet Union and the relationships of the Communist or Work¬ 
ers’ Parties to the Soviet Communist Party is also a decisive ques¬ 
tion, the chief problem lies in placing these relationships on a 
firm and lasting basis. 

The Soviet Communist Party and the Soviet government took 
a huge step forward to liquidate the serious mistakes of the 
past by the Soviet-Yugoslav declaration. One must hope and 
trust that the practical application of these principles in the 
relationships between countries and parties is not too far distant. 
It is the destiny of the Soviet Communist Party to develop and 
spread future socialism, further develop and apply it in practice. 
In consequence of the rigid dogmatism of the Stalin era this 
became the fountainhead of many and serious mistakes, was, 
and has remained up to the present time, the great obstacle to 
any wide-scale evolution of socialist forces and societies. 

The problem of the Hungarian Communists is to insure in 
their own country the requisites of a policy that, in the spirit of 
Marxism-Leninism, will place the relations and the political 
connections of the countries and kindred parties on the basis 
of national independence, sovereignty, and noninterference. 

Today in Hungary the Party and the country are led by those 
who ^vith their anti-Marxist, sectarian, “leftist” policies have 
moved into opposition to the majority of the Party membership 
and to the widest strata of the country’s population. Lacking 
mass support, they cannot stand on their own feet, nor can they 
enforce the basic principles in relations with friendly countries 
or kindred parties. These are the people who because of their 
cowardice and their spiritual poverty cannot do without the 
Stalinist autocratic rule and the dogmas that outline for the 
Party and the country the policies and directives that must be 
followed in international and internal politics, as well as in the 
economic, political, and cultural life of the nation. They not 
only voluntarily accept such a dependent and humiliating role 
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but cling to it, because this is the only solid support to insure 
their power. But the more they try to enforce the application 
of these dogmas and schemes and their imitation here at home, 
the further away they get from Hungarian reality, the Hun¬ 
garian peoples’ aims and national aspirations, which cannot be 
disregarded. 

The leaders of the Party and the country must understand 
that the fate of the nation and that of the people are identical. 
The people cannot be free if the nation is not independent, if 
it docs not possess complete sovereignty, if foreign influences 
prevail in its internal affairs, as no nation can be independent 
and sovereign whose people do nc^t possess completely the right 
to freedom. 

National independence and freedom of the people can be 
realized together under socialism. Independent and sovereign 
national existence and freedom of the people are equal factors 
in the development of a socialist society, just as important as 
economic and political factors, or the peaceful coexistence of 
nations and the theory of economic rivalry on the international 
level. If a nation does not possess its sovereign rights or is un¬ 
able to attain them, the dependency and subjugation of the 
country will result in the rule of poverty and backwardness for 
the nation. Only in an independent, sovereign, and free coun¬ 
try are tlie people rich and prosperous. Therefore the fate of the 
people depends very muc h on the way in which national inde¬ 
pendence develops. In a country lacking independence, pros¬ 
perity is nonexistent. People do not struggle ceaselessly for na¬ 
tional independence, sovereignty, and equality merely for the 
sake of economic well-being or merely because of their enthusi¬ 
asm for ideals. These two ideals are closely intertwined in the 
national aspirations of the people. 

We are living in an age, and we are facing times, when the 
realization of the five basic principles in countries having dif¬ 
ferent systems and those having identical systems will be crucial 
for the future of nations possessing national independence, sov¬ 
ereignty, and equality. The country and Party must be led by 
those who are completely reliable and able to lead the country 
along democratic lines and attain the greatest possible national 
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support, in order that the country may be assured of complete 
possession of its sovereign rights. 

The five basic principles of peaceful coexistence and the mu¬ 
tual relations of the great powers—and of the economically 
backward small nations as well—is of primary importance from 
the standpoint of preserving peace and the formation of power 
groups. The policies of the power gTOups are contrary to the 
ideals of national independence and sovereignty that are based 
on the five principles, as well as to the ideal of peaceful coex¬ 
istence between various states. The separation of states into 
various power groups must lead sooner or later to armed con¬ 
flict. For this reason the only feasible path for peaceful develop¬ 
ment and the avoidance of war is not the creation of power 
groups but the liquidation of such groups as may exist. For 
small countries, such as Hungary, it is a question of vital im¬ 
portance to decide properly on our position in relation to the 
various states. The country must strive to uphold the peace in 
every possible way. It must avoid becoming an active partici¬ 
pant in any of the clashes between power groups or becoming 
embroiled in war, to serve as a field of battle or an area of troop 
passage. It must also assure that in all such questions the nation 
will decide for itself, in full possession of its sovereign rights. 
Our country, as an independent nation, must align itself with 
the countries and peoples who are fighting for peace. But can 
a small country exist without belonging to a power group? 
Peaceful coexistence of nations demands the liquidations of 
power groups. In the fight against aggressive power politics the 
most potent force is the great and solid strength of the socialist 
nations, headed by the Soviet Union, which at present consti¬ 
tutes the basis of the greatest antiwar group in the world. The 
five conditions of peaceful coexistence, which are the basis of 
cooperation of the small and economically backward countries 
and of the fight against the power groups—and they are the gen¬ 
eral rules of international coexistence—can therefore become 
the guarantee of realizing socialism peacefully. 

The liquidation of the power groups is in the interest of all 
progressive mankind, the socialist camp included, transcending 
national interests. Therefore the countries of the socialist camp 
must endeavor to liquidate the policy of power politics. Their 
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foreign policies must be carried on in this direction by aiming 
for the liquidation of all power groups as soon as possible. Gain¬ 
ing a socialist victory is possible only in this way. For this rea¬ 
son, taking a stand against such power groups, whether that of 
neutrality or active coexistence, will mean the realization of 
consistent representation of the basic principles of cooperation 
within the countries of the socialist camp. The correctness of 
this principle cannot be denied. However, in regard to the pol¬ 
icies of putting this into practice, there are serious considera¬ 
tions. The main question is: which is the most practicable way 
of liquidating the power groups and power policies? According 
to present experiences the rivalry of the power groups and their 
battle against each other will hardly lead to the cessation of 
power politics and will hardly be responsible for attaining 
peaceful coexistence. It is more likely that differences will be 
aggravated and international tensions will increase. The most 
practicable plan, seemingly, is the active coexistence of progres¬ 
sive democratic socialist or similar countries with those other 
countries having a different system, through a coordinated for¬ 
eign policy and through cooperation against the policies of the 
power groups, through neutrality or active coexistence. This 
path is made easier for Hungary by its geographical location 
through its neighboring states, neutral Austria, and countries 
building socialism, among them the Soviet Union, and neigh¬ 
boring Yugoslavia, which stands on the principle of active co¬ 
existence. It is the sovereign right of the Hungarian people to 
decide in which form they believe the most advantageous inter¬ 
national status will be assured, and in which form they think 
that national independence, sovereignty, equality, and peaceful 
development will be attained. Joining forces with the five basic 
principles of peaceful coexistence is most advantageous, because 
the Soviet Union has already accepted these principles as guid¬ 
ing principles in international politics. Hungary must choose 
this path all the more, because historical experience decisively 
proves that economic, political, military, and other power groups 
are built on quicksand and cannot entice the masses of the 
people into the service of their cause or win their allegiance. 
The Hungarian people have become convinced by the terrible 
experiences of the two world wars that they cannot and must 
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not become participants in the rivalries of free power groups. 
The country cannot undertake obligations that transcend its 
capabilities, that will draw away its forces or divert its atten¬ 
tion from solving its own national problems, or that endanger 
the independence and sovereignty of the country with the possi¬ 
bility of a new war and its devastating consequences. 

On the basis of all these logical assumptions, the Hungarian 
nation must keep in mind the particular national interests and 
the general interests of the socialist countries. The Hungarian 
nation must follow the policy of active coexistence in the field 
of international politics, which is in the national interests of 
Hungary and of the successful spreading of socialism and the 
peaceful coexistence of the two systems, including economic 
competition. This policy would create a much firmer and more 
lasting basis for Hungarian-Soviet relations and would make 
the connections between the socialist countries a closer one. 
For this reason it is our duty, w^hit h cannot be postponed, but 
is the command of history. On the basis of the experiences and 
lessons learned during the long, stormy, centuries-old battle for 
the independence and sovereignty of our nation, we must lay 
the foundation of an independent national foreign policy that 
will, despite the buffeting received through political tactics, 
show for our country the w^ay and the clear goal and Avill pre¬ 
serve us from again becoming the plaything of historical storms. 
Hungary has for centuries stood in the focal point of hostile 
world forces, and thus could not find for itself a place in the 
family of nations. For this we have paid a very heavy price in a 
series of national catastrophes. After our glorious freedom fight 
was crushed, our great national genius Louis Kossuth sum¬ 
marized the great historical lessons—unhappily too late—and 
designated the path to be followed. He envisioned the assur¬ 
ance of an independent, sovereign, self-governing Hungary, 
not through alignment with a great power or through joining a 
power group, but by close cooperation with neighboring peo¬ 
ples within the framework of a federation of free and independ¬ 
ent nations. 

We must return to the ideals which have been revived under 
new historical circumstances, of the peaceful coexistence of peo¬ 
ples and their cooperation—the true conditions for which are 
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created by the realization of socialist ideals. The ruling classes 
in Hungary did not follow the ideals of Kossuth in the sphere 
of international relations. Their realization, together with so 
many other great national problems—among them national in¬ 
dependence and reallotment of land—was left as a legacy to us 
Communists. Since the Hungarian nation for the first time 
since 1849 has become again a factor in forming history and in 
the relations and cooperation between nations, the forms and 
framework of political law—the Kossuth ideals—must be ac¬ 
cepted. And wc do accept these ideals, taking into consideration 
the changed historical situation for building socialism. The 
peace of independent, sovereign, and free peoples, their friend¬ 
ship and their dependence on each other, as well as their com¬ 
mon desire to create a socialist society, is a firm and lasting basis 
upon which an independent Hungarian national foreign policy 
can be formed—one that would point toward the future and 
open up wide vistas for establishing an independent national 
foreign policy. Absence of this makes the internal and external 
situation of our country very precarious and wavering. No last¬ 
ing harmony can be attained in internal and external policies, 
nor can any decided line of direction toward various countries 
or relationships to power groups emerge, if a clear stand is not 
taken in regard to the various important international prob¬ 
lems. The main reason for this is that on these questions the 
Party and the government is not guided by its own particu¬ 
lar circumstances, but by dogmas. Such a situation is unworthy 
of a free, independent, and sovereign country. 

This situation, which did not develop in the Marxist-Lenin- 
ist spirit of proletarian internationalism or in the relations be¬ 
tween independent, sovereign, and equal socialist countries, 
must undoubtedly be changed—all the more as this is not a 
question of an isolated occurrence, but one that must be solved 
f^enerally within the socialist camp. In fact the problem is even 
more far-reaching. Occurrences that are repeated often in the 
Communist parties of the capitalist countriCvS—the cleavages in 
the international socialist movement, the disunity of forces, the 
disorder in relations and cooperation between the socialist and 
social democratic parties within the international and national 
framework, etc.--all show that the principles laid down at the 
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Bandung Conference and the Soviet-Yugoslav declaration at 
Belgrade are of historical importance. Their realization cannot 
be deferred without serious consequences for the Communist 
parties and the cause of socialism. 

It is encouraging that in international politics the Soviet 
Union deviates from the Stalin attitude and the rigid dogmas, 
which had limited the possibilities of international cooperation, 
but now upholds the Lenin ideals of coexistence. But despite 
the fact that in recent times this Leninist principle of peaceful 
coexistence of countries with varying social and political sys¬ 
tems has been receiving more emphasis, and although the ap¬ 
plication of the principles shows gieat promise for mutual co¬ 
operation, practical realization is still in the primary stages. 

Nevertheless, the isolation of the countries building socialism 
from the other parts of the world and from the family of na¬ 
tions is detrimental to the countries that have accepted social¬ 
ism or those countries which are planning to do so. This situa¬ 
tion cannot prevail for too long, especially in the ranks of the 
more culturally and economically developed countries of Eu¬ 
rope. It cannot be continued because it would create tensions 
between individual countries, and in the international arena, 
which would sooner or later lead to serious repercussions. One 
can not completely disregard a country's national traditions 
which have evolved through history; they are not a Gordian 
knot that can be simply slashed in half. The world will rush 
past us, and our country will be left behind, if we do not step 
out of the narrow framework of Stalinist dogmas, if we evade 
the challenge of peaceful rivalry between the two systems and 
shut ourselves off from it with the idea that this will insure 
greater momentum and exertion or a more infallible way of 
success in outdistancing capitalism. This is a very narrow¬ 
minded policy, in opposition to Marxism, and stems from the 
fact that we do not trust the forces of socialism and their supe¬ 
riority, although we never for a moment stop stressing it. We 
must lay the foundation of a policy of international cooperation 
for our country which would end our self-imposed seclusion, 
end our isolation, and make possible our progress toward so¬ 
cialism in peaceful coexistence with the family of nations, defi¬ 
nite economic competition. 
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Now, since together with other democratic countries Hun¬ 
gary also became a member of the U.N.—this great community 
of the world’s nations—we have to take steps according to the 
basic principles of the Charter to further the development of 
connections between the countries practicing different political 
systems. This will strengthen healthy, friendly connections be¬ 
tween the socialist countries also, all the more so because these 
connections must be based on new foundations. The principles 
stated in the Charter of the U.N. and those principles that gov¬ 
ern the cooperation of the socialist countries—even if they are 
not identical—cannot be in opposition on fundamental ques¬ 
tions, since the majority of the socialist countries are members 
of the U.N., acknowledging the Charter and supporting it. The 
fact that we belong to the socialist group, with all the obliga¬ 
tions which this entails, means that our internal and external 
policies cannot be opposed to the basic principles of the U.N. 
On the other hand, the fact that we are a member nation of the 
U.N. cannot hinder our close connections with the nations of 
the socialist group. The two must be brought into harmony in 
principle as well as practice, if we intend to widen and finally 
make universal the peaceful coexistence of nations—in which 
aim the countries of the socialist group must be the pioneers. 

In order to make this task easier, the oppressively heavy in¬ 
heritance of the Stalin era must be radically liquidated, includ¬ 
ing all the remnants of subordination and dependence. In this 
way we can increase the respect and confidence of the socialist 
group; we can dispel the doubts, suspicions, and prejudices of 
those countries where peoples and parties of the workers would 
not like to see their independence, their sovereign and national 
rights and special interests endangered by closer connections or 
active cooperation with the socialist group, or by the monopoly 
of one political ideology and the slavery of dogmas and uni¬ 
formity. 

The complete disappearance of the remnants of Stalinist po¬ 
litical and ideological dictatorship and of subjection to uni¬ 
formity and dogmas could destroy those obstacles that prevent 
other countries and peoples from moving closer to the socialist 
group and prevent the socialist group from approaching the 
other countries in order to develop closer contacts, to liquidate 
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power blocks among the nations, and to bring about a realiza¬ 
tion of universal, world-embracing peaceful coexistence. 

A correct evaluation of the international situation and a cor¬ 
rect estimate of its possible developments is very important 
from the viewpoint of Party politics, and affects the tactics of 
the Party. 

Our own experience proves that a superficial, unscientific, 
and therefore incorrect evaluation of the international situa¬ 
tion, an erroneous assessment of its possible developments, 
might bring about very dire results: incorrect estimation in 
planning the proportions, methods, and rhythm of socialism, 
sharp changes unjustifiedly executed in the life of the Party, un¬ 
certainty and groping which discredits the leadership of the 
Party and state. 

The scientific Marxist evaluation of the international situa¬ 
tion and the objective deductions derived in relation to the in¬ 
ternal and external politics of the country so far have not been 
considered to be the task of the Party leadership. We never ex¬ 
amined the international situation thoroughly in the light of 
our own country’s interests nor from the viewpoint of its effects 
on our country. Our own activity in the field of international 
politics was restricted to some equalizing efforts, which were 
deemed necessary to insure homogeneity inside the socialist 
gToup. For this reason (juestions of the international situation 
and external policies played an insignificant role in the politics 
of the Party and the government, especially where these ques¬ 
tions touched on the problems of our own country. In general 
we used the international situation only to prove an economic 
or political aim, which was determined beforehand, and ignored 
the actual situation or often distorted it. We always explained 
it arbitrarily as the given situation happened to require it. 

This was the reason why changes in the international situa¬ 
tion often clashed sharply with internal politics. In the years 
1949 to 1952, incorrect evaluation of the international situation, 
overemphasis on the war danger, and the actions resulting from 
these assumptions played a very serious part in those grave mis¬ 
takes that were made by our Party leadership with regard to 
the economic activities of the people. These mistakes were made 
public by the resolution of the central leadership in June, 1953. 
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In consequence of these mistakes the country was brought to 
the brink of catastrophe. The events in June, 1953, in East Ger¬ 
many, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and elsewhere clearly show 
how an incorrect evaluation of the international situation and 
a resulting unsound foreign policy brought about grave crises 
in the internal life of the countries mentioned. The great im¬ 
portance of the June policy, the policy of the New Era, and of 
the political changes that occurred in 1953 in the Soviet Union 
and in the People’s Democracies, is that it has brought the ob¬ 
jective international situaticjn into harmony with internal and 
foreign policy. 

During the fall and winter of 1954, as a consequence of the 
mistakes committed in the field of foreign policy in the coun¬ 
tries of the Socialist group—and in our country also, which 
overshot the mark—the Party leadership aimed at the liquida¬ 
tion of democracy and the sharpening of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. The deterioration of the internal situation, and the 
allegations about the increased danger of war played the main 
roles in those attempts, which aimed at the liquidation of the 
June policy and at the return to the old policies. 

In his speech delivered in May, 1955, at the Party college, 
MAtyas Rakc3si still called it one of the chief mistakes that “Imre 
Nagy overestimated the easing of the tension in the interna¬ 
tional situation.” Since then the internal situation has eased to 
an even greater degree, which—after several events in between 
—was lately evidenced by the results in the foreseeable effects of 
the Geneva summit conference. Yet, in spite of the further eas¬ 
ing of international tension, the Party leadership in internal 
politics is using the more oppressive methods of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. 

The higher leadership of the Party is carrying on the same 
policies at a time of lessened international tension as it had 
during the alleged increase in the danger of war. This shows on 
the one hand how irresponsible and unreliable the Party leader¬ 
ship is in dealing with international problems, and on the other 
hand indicates the extraordinarily serious effects that their dan¬ 
gerous playing with international questions and loud dema¬ 
goguery have on the situation of the country and the living con¬ 
ditions of the people. But it also indicates that Rakosi is carrying 
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the Party leadership along a dangerous path, which is equivalent 
to speculating on war tension in foreign policy and on the in¬ 
creasing use of the force of proletarian dictatorship in internal 
policies. 

It is the urgent duty of the Party leadership to examine the 
background of these policies and their motivating force, be¬ 
cause Rdkosi’s pursuit of such directions cannot be considered 
accidental. 

Hungary at present is a weak unit in the socialist camp. It is 
an uncertain factor which contributes to the deterioration of 
the united socialist front, because in the midst of lessening ten¬ 
sion in the international situation, internal tension is rapidly 
growing in our country. Partly because of this, and partly be¬ 
cause of the serious mistakes of the past and the rigid rejection 
with regard to the liquidation of mistakes, and also because of 
the general distrust with which we are regarded in international 
life, the present policy of Hungary is a serious obstacle to the 
rapprochement between the West and the East, and especially 
between socialists and Communists. 

The inner tension of Hungary, which is chiefly political, is 
caused by the fact that the leadership is opposing the ideals of 
national independence, sovereignty, and equality, as well as 
Hungarian national feeling and progressive traditions. 

This growing tension must be weighed from the viewpoint of 
the security and defense of the socialist countries, because the 
unrest of the masses undermines our ability to defend the coun- 
try. 

The contention that to change the present policies and lead¬ 
ership would cause internal shock and strengthen reaction is 
not true. As a matter of fact it is not true that there is danger 
of a counterrevolution. On the contrary, the country and the 
cause of socialism are being brought to the brink of a catastro¬ 
phe if radical political and personal changes are not carried out 
quickly. Nothing will aid international imperialism more than 
the policies of the present leadership, which drives the people 
into the arms of reaction. The lessening of tension in the field 
of international relations makes possible the radical liquida¬ 
tion of this inner tension without having to fear the conse¬ 
quences of the political machinations of international reaction. 
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On the contrary, they would lose ground as a result, all the more 
because the Communist and People’s Democratic forces are 
standing firm in Hungary. They have every political and per¬ 
sonal basis for finding a solution in a new policy based on the 
Belgrade declaration. This would make it possible for the coun¬ 
try to progress toward socialism on a path compatible with the 
particular Hungarian situation, on the basis of national inde¬ 
pendence, sovereignty, equality, without any type of interfer¬ 
ence. Such a change would make Hungary a firm supporter of 
socialism and close brotherly cooperation within the socialist 
camp. 

Our country cannot progress toward socialism in a vacuum of 
social development. Around us in the world, near and far, there 
are countries of varying social orders, in various stages of devel¬ 
opment, which show their diversity in their language, traditions, 
economy, culture, and their whole way of life. We are one of 
the countries within this circle. We must therefore recognize 
that we are members not only of the socialist camp but of the 
great community of nations, to the countries and peoples of 
which we are bound with countless ties, which we cannot and 
indeed must not sever, because we do not want to be disbarred 
from the great community of nations, and also because we could 
not then successfully progress toward socialism through social 
and economic improvement. The barriers between the coun¬ 
tries of the socialist camp and the great community of nations 
must be torn down, and the ties that bind them together must 
be developed. 

This Marxist-Leninist lesson must be learned as a conse¬ 
quence of the experiences of the past ten years. 

It is the historical mission of the Soviet Communist Party to 
liquidate the burdensome legacy of the Stalinist era, to which 
task the Hungarian Communists and the Communists of all 
other countries, as well as the progressive democratic and social¬ 
ist forces, will in all probability add their far-reaching support. 

Proletarian internationalism, national independence, inter¬ 
national solidarity, in harmony with national feeling and deep 
patriotism, together with the unity of ideologies and principles, 
will widen the path for all mankind toward creating a socialist 
society. We Hungarian Communists will faithfully cultivate 
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and always profess the historical Marxist Communist motto: 
“Workers of the world, unite!”—to which we will also add the 
motto expressed in the “Szozat”, representing deep national 
feeling and love of country: “Oh Magyar, keep forever thy na¬ 
tive country’s trust.” For us Hungarians in the great struggle 
for the victory of socialism, and in our daily work and lives, 
these two mottoes have been welded together indissolubly. The 
principles and ideals which they express will serve as the guid¬ 
ing principles for our activities in internal as well as foreign 
policy. 

(January, 1956.) 



Chapter 4. 


Ethics and Morals in Hungarian Public Life 


The party of the working people that stands at the head of the 
nation and leads it toward socialist society must be the embodi¬ 
ment of social ethics and morals, and must encompass within 
itself all the moral virtues and values that our people developed 
in the course of their history and that constitute our heritage. 
The eternal moral precepts and laws of progressive mankind 
are adopted on the same basis by our society, which is develop¬ 
ing toward socialism. The new and higher morals and ethics of 
socialist society unite within themselves the moral ideals and 
ethical principles common to mankind as a whole and peculiar 
to the Hungarian nation; they develop and perfect these ideals 
and principles while preserving their characteristic features. 

In addition to the change in our political, economic, cultural, 
and legal structure, a crucial factor involved in our becoming a 
socialist nation is the level of social ethics and morals that must 
prevail in all aspects of public life and individual activity. How¬ 
ever, we cannot become a socialist country until we ourselves 
have become new socialist beings who have been elevated to a 
higher plane of humanity, not only by our material welfare, 
knowledge, and culture but also by our superior moral point of 
view and pure ethical principles. The evaluation of this new, 
socialist type of being is influenced in the first place by the social 
transformation that is in progress in the field of economy, pol¬ 
itics, and culture. Beyond all this, however, the evaluation of 
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this new type of man must be influenced by the new and loftier 
socialist ethics and morals, which must influence the economic 
foundation and permeate other phases of our social structure, 
our entire political, cultural, and scientific life, and our laws, 
legislature, and courts. 

The transformation taking place in economic foundations 
and in economic relationships are prerequisite to the develop¬ 
ment of the new social ethics and morals. However, this is not 
an instinctive but a scientifically established process, which re¬ 
quires purposeful work and direction. Consequently one of the 
causes of the ethical and moral crisis in social life is the attitude 
of the leading organs of government, of society, and of the Party, 
all of which during the past ten years flouted, underestimated, 
and failed to do anything about this matter which is so vital 
to our social development. Under their leadership, the building 
of socialism was reduced to the socialization of the instruments 
of production, the establishment of the economic basis of social¬ 
ism, the transformation of the economy and the class relation¬ 
ships depending thereon, and the acquisition and consolidation 
of political power. They completely forgot about living society, 
about man with his manifold, complicated, individual and so¬ 
cial relations, at the crux of which are ethical and moral prob¬ 
lems, or rather, the rules and principles that have been or are 
to be evolved. The cultural revolution that began in science, 
art, literature, teaching, etc., also bypassed the serious ethical 
and moral problems of society, and this undoubtedly contrib¬ 
uted to the intensification of the moral and ethical crisis in 
social and Party life. However, the roots of the trouble are 
much deeper than this. Ethics and morals, which are a vital 
and integral part of the social structure, are a reflection of the 
substructure, so that in discussing the moral crisis of social life 
now, we must seek and find its cause in the social economy, in 
the system of material production. The moral crisis indicates 
that we got off on the wrong road in laying the basis of the so¬ 
cial economy and the social system. The political and economic 
crisis that occurred in the spring of 1953 showed plainly where 
we had gotten off the road. The first task of the policy of the 
New Course was to steer the country out of the economic and 
political crisis, to place the building of socialism on a new basis. 
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and to lead the country toward socialism along new roads and 
through new methods. The sudden shift and the profound 
changes initiated by the New Course saved tlie country from 
the more serious consequences of political and economic shock, 
tremors of which were felt at Csepel, Ozd, and Diosgyor at the 
time of the June, 1953, events in Berlin, Pilsen, and Prague. 
The New Course gave new meaning to socialism and helped to 
develop the unity of the economic foundation and structure of 
society on a new basis and to establish harmony between the 
economic system of socialism and its moral and ethical laws. In 
other words, it laid a firm moral basis for socialist society. To¬ 
day it is easy to see that the ethical and moral aspects of the New 
Course were of no less significance than its political and eco¬ 
nomic aspec ts. There is not better proof of the political signif¬ 
icance of the New Course, of the fact that it expressed the will 
of the masses and that it truly represented the newly born so¬ 
ciety together with its economic basis and structure, than the 
fact that within a brief year and a half it generated moral 
forces of such tremendous power that they are operative even 
today, and constitute positive proof that the ever deepening 
crisis will be resolved despite all setbacks. The March, 1955, 
resolution of the Central Committee that initiated the liquida¬ 
tion of the New Course, and the subsequent resolutions that 
completed this work and had such serious effects on the fate of 
the country, broke the harmony that had developed between the 
basis and the structure of society and brought the building of 
socialism to the brink of crisis in the fields of economy, politics, 
and culture alike. This inevitably led to an ethical and moral 
crisis in Party and social life as well. Because of the directive 
role of the Party in our society, it follows that the entire blame 
for this situation devolves solely upon the Party leadership. It 
devolves upon the leadership because this leadership, by ignor¬ 
ing the ethical and moral norms of socialism and by its er¬ 
roneous and incorrectly implemented policy, is undermining 
ever more seriously the moral foundations of socialism and 
those rules and principles without which no modern human 
society can exist, much less a socialist society, which needs them 
to thrive and become stable. The leadership is undermining 
the rules and principles that form the basis both of peaceful 
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coexistence and of economic and cultural competition between 
differing social systems. This is what has led to the ethical and 
moral crisis which is assuming ever more critical proportions 
in the life of society and the Party and which, combined with 
the preceding political and economic crisis, is shaking the Party 
and society to its foundation. 

What are the symptoms of the current ethical and moral 
crisis in society and Party life? This question merits close at¬ 
tention and profound study, so that the serious omissions in 
this held can be remedied. At present, for the purpose of 
reviewing the matter, I must limit myself to listing rather than 
analyzing these symptoms; to deal with them on a theoretical 
and practical basis requires much more preparation, and there 
are others better qualified to do it than I. 

The lofty ideals and priiu iples of socialism, which have great 
appeal to a large sector of the people in our country, are in¬ 
creasingly losing their true signihcance in the public conscious¬ 
ness due to the people’s experiences in their everyday life, their 
social life, and their working conditions since the liquidation 
of the June policy. The violent contrast between words and 
deeds, between principles and their realization, is rocking the 
foundations of our people’s democracy, our society, and our 
Party. This contrast, of which the people are becoming more 
and more aware, is leading to dissension and to loss of faith 
among the masses, who hope for a better, happier, and more 
peaceful life, and for the realization of the truly high ideals of 
socialism. The working people are unable to reconcile the rapid 
progress of socialism with the deterioration, or at least stagna¬ 
tion, of their standard of living. The people cannot understand 
how it is that, the greater the results they achieve in the eco¬ 
nomic, political, social, or cultural field, the greater their bur¬ 
dens become. They feel more and more that the immeasurable 
sacrifices they have made in working harder or accepting a 
lower standard of living are not commensurate to tlie results 
achieved. They are beginning to doubt ever more seriously 
whether this road, which consumes all their work and most of 
their material and spiritual wealth without bringing them any 
closer to the fulfillment of their hopes through the attainment 
of socialist ideals, is indeed the true road to socialism. These 
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doubts are entertained not only by the petty bourgeoisie or by 
vacillating intellectuals, but by tlie working masses, and this 
means an increasing renunciation of socialism. Not only the non- 
Party, untrained working masses are involved. Party members, 
even Party old-timers, are frequently voicing their misgivings 
about the faulty policies of the leadership and the impermis¬ 
sible, antisocialist methods and devices that have been used to 
implement these policies. And their answers are ever more 
frequently and emphatically a denial of present methods. This 
doubt, this loss of faith in the ideal, this compromising of 
socialism through the mistaken policy of the Party leadership, 
is a consequence of the stupid and harmful political reckless¬ 
ness that was a result of the March resolution. The paths, meth¬ 
ods, devices, and forms of socialism that the Party leadership is 
attempting to force upon the members, and to present with 
their help as a desirable goal to the workers and the govern¬ 
ment, are receiving less and less support from the masses. This 
is because these paths to socialism and these methods ignore 
man, the greatest asset, with his many desires and needs, all of 
which demand a standard of living higher than was attainable 
under the preceding capitalist system. The Hungarian people 
reject the old system and its masters, and they will crush all 
attempts to bring it back, no matter in what form. The Hun¬ 
garian working people, who made many sacrifices in the struggle 
against the old system and for the establishment of the new 
socialist system, do not desire to risk or bargain away the fruits 
of their victory, but want to increase them. They want to follow 
that path to socialism which is better, easier, more tolerable 
and humane, and more in keeping with Hungarian conditions, 
circumstances, potentialities, and traditions: they desire to fol¬ 
low the path of development set forth by the June resolution 
and the policy of the New Course, rather than that catastrophic 
policy which has already bankrupted the country once, com¬ 
promised the ideals of socialism, and proved that its goals and 
tasks were untenable. Fear of a repetition of this is giving rise 
to serious doubts among Party members and the working 
masses. Furthermore, the danger of a repetition has been grow¬ 
ing and becoming ever more pronounced since the March 
resolution and the subsequent Party resolutions. The policy of 
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insistence on the March “principles” has become a tension-creat¬ 
ing, undermining force which is as destructive to our economic 
and political life, to the basis of our society, and to our official 
morals and policies as the political goals, the humanism, the 
superior moral and ethical purity of June and of the New 
Course were creative. In their blindness, the leaders fail to con¬ 
sider public opinion; they do not realize what a powerful po¬ 
litical and moral factor it has become; and they either do not 
see or prefer to ignore the fact that the public opinion of the 
nation is increasingly condemning and turning against the 
activities of the Party and the government. Let them realize 
at last the consequences of making an empty phrase of the 
slogan: “With the people, for the people, through thick and 
thin.” In the interests of the people, the country, and socialism, 
let them depend not on bayonets but on the people. 

The danger of the Party leadership’s policy, which serves 
personal dictatorship, lies in the fact that it attempts to frighten 
Party members and the masses away from the June policy by 
predicting that the June policy will result in a return of the old 
system. But by condemning the policy of the Party leadership 
and the goals for the March resolution, by rejecting that road 
to socialism which already came to a dead end once, the major¬ 
ity of Party members and workers are not trying to return to 
capitalism; they are trying to return to the other road to so¬ 
cialism, the June way. 71 ie danger inherent in the Rakosi type 
of policy is that by opposing the policy of the New Course it 
deprives the Party members and the workers of the prospect of 
socialism. By its stupid and dishonest way of branding the 
popular policy of the New Course harmful or calling it an 
attempt to return to the old system, the present Party leadership 
is actually benefiting the old system. Anyone who claims that 
the New Course is a degenerate form of capitalism, and that the 
present policy of the Party leadership is the only road to social¬ 
ism, is actually making capitalism seem desirable in the eyes of 
the masses. This stupid policy, which reckons without the 
opinion of the Party members or the workers, and which can¬ 
not tolerate any criticism of the policy of the Party leadership 
in word or deed, is actually driving the masses to accept enemy 
propaganda. For no good reason, the Party leadership prefers 
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to alienate the people rather than give up its already bankrupt 
political concepts. No enemy propaganda, no Christmas or 
other “message,” will destroy more completely the people's 
faith in socialism and in a better, happier, and more human 
future than a forced return to the old, mistaken, antipopular 
pre-June policy. It is undoubtedly this accursed blind policy 
that is strengthening the forces of reaction and counterrevolu¬ 
tion, and increasing the danger of capitalism. The Party mem¬ 
bership and the Hungarian people, those powerful supporters 
of the New Course and the June policy, do not want a return to 
capitalism. They want a people’s democratic system in which 
the ideals of socialism become reality, in which the ideals of 
the working class regain their true meaning, in which public 
life is based on higher morals and ethics; they want a system 
that is actually ruled not by a degenerate Bonapartist authority 
and dictator but by the working people through legality and 
self-created law and order. They want a People’s Democracy 
where the working people are masters of the country and of 
their own fate, where human beings are respected, and where 
social and political life is conducted in the spirit of humanism. 

Today, probably a return to the policy of the New Course 
and the application of the June principles to the economic, po¬ 
litical, and social life of the nation could still check the growing 
crisis and avert catastrophe. But it is doubtful whether a return 
to the June principles would suffice as a solution tomorrow. To¬ 
day, the effects of the June policy are still strong; there is still 
great confidence in it, and the people and the Party members 
would joyfully welcome it, with its members and a Communist 
Party rejuvenated through the June principles. However, if 
this does not happen soon, there is a danger that the masses, 
having lost their faith, will reject both the June way and the 
Communist Party, and it will become necessary to make a much 
greater retreat in order to keep the situation under control. The 
senselessness and political blindness of the Rakosi type of Party 
and government leadership makes it less and less certain where 
we will be able to stop. The currently mistaken policy and in¬ 
humane tactics of the Party leadership have aroused doubts and 
uncertainty in practically all sectors of society. Anyone who goes 
through the country with open eyes and ears can see and hear 
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how political hooliganism is driving the people to despair and 
how the workers are falling prey to dissension. 

The degeneration of power is seriously endangering the fate 
of socialism and the democratic basis of our social system. Power 
is increasingly being torn away from the people and turned 
sharply against them. The People's Democracy as a type of dic¬ 
tatorship of the proletariat, in which the power is exercised by 
the working class and depends on the partnership of the two 
large working groups—the workers and the peasantry—is obvi¬ 
ously being replaced by a Party dictatorship which does not rely 
on Party membership, but relies on a personal dictatorship and 
attempts to make the Party apparatus, and through it the Party 
membership, a mere tool of this dictatorship. Its power is not 
permeated by the spirit of socialism or democratism but by a 
Bonapartist spirit of minority dictatorship. Its aims are not de¬ 
termined by Marxism, the teachings of scientific socialism, but 
by autocratic views that are maintained at any cost and by any 
means. 

The degeneration of power—the appearance of Bonapartism 
—is not new in Hungary. It dates back to those times when the 
clique headed by Rakosi, which came into power in the Party 
on the basis of charges that have since been proved false and 
through intrigues and crimes, together with reactionary forces, 
crushed the basis of Hungary's young democracy and liquidated 
our people's democratic forces and the democratic partnerships 
of socialism, thus isolating the working class, the principal 
power of socialism. It was then that power began to slip away 
from the people. The isolation of power and its use against its 
own supporters led to the dissolution of that pillar of strength, 
the worker-peasant alliance. Political guidance, the persuasion 
and winning of the masses, was increasingly replaced by the use 
of force and the devices of power, all of which raised the AVH * 
above society and Party and made it the principal organ of 
power. National unity, the People's Front, the policies of the 
worker-peasant alliance, and democratic principles, all of which 
symbolize progress and the development toward socialism in 
state and Party life, diminished progressively, and the organs 
of force became the masters of social, economic, political, and 

♦ The Secret Police. 
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cultural life. In the monopolistic realm of power, the leadership 
clique no longer felt the need of winning the trust and support 
of the working masses through a Party and government policy 
truly representative of national and popular interests, or of en¬ 
suring popular support for itself through its everyday tasks. This 
policy was already not that of a People’s Democracy, but the 
road to Bonapartism. The degeneration of power and the rise 
of Bonapartism could not have occurred without the degenera¬ 
tion of Party life, which means that the leadership clique at the 
head of the Party became a personal dictatorship. Rakosi made 
himself independent of the will and opinion of the Party mem¬ 
bership and of tlie decisions of the Party. He subjugated the 
Party to his will, and by dictatorial methods—primarily with the 
aid of the AVH, which became predominant in the Party- 
forced it to execute his wishes. 

Bonapartism, individual dictatorship, and the employment of 
force did not become predominant in state and Party life auto¬ 
matically. In this field, serious responsibility rests on the policy 
of Stalin, which gave far-reaching aid to the liquidation of anti- 
Bonapartist forces within and outside the Party. Without this 
aid, depending merely on his own power and influence, Rakosi 
would have been unable to achieve individual dictatorship. To 
bring about the triumph of Bonapartism, the allies of socialist 
democracy had to be destroyed. To bring about individual dic¬ 
tatorship, the Party’s leading cadres had to be exterminated 
and the AVH liad to be made the supreme power so that it 
could carry out assigned tasks. This is all historical fact. Such 
degeneration of power and of Party life inevitably sweeps the 
nation and Party toward catastrophe. The June resolution of 
the Central Committee and the policy of the New Course were 
required in state and Party life alike to avert this danger. In 
the life of the state, their principal task was the elimination of 
Bonapartism, the consolidation of the power of the working 
class, the assurance of its leadership role, and the revival of local 
councils and the People’s Front through the development of 
a V orker-peasant alliance. Validity had to be obtained for the 
rights and responsibilities of citizens and men as established in 
the Constitution; shaken law and order had to be consolidated; 
legality had to be restored; the role of the state had to be clari- 
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fied; and the relationship of the state and Party had to be put 
on a new basis. In the interest of putting an end to personal 
dictatorship and the elimination of Fuhrerism, the following 
tasks had to be undertaken: the development of collective lead¬ 
ership in the Party; the development of criticism and self-criti¬ 
cism for assuring democracy within the Party; the restoration 
of the Party membership’s rights as assured by the organiza¬ 
tional laws; and the restoration and further development of 
the Party’s prestige and its influence upon the masses. The series 
of blows inflicted upon Bonapartism and personal dictatorship 
after the resolution of June, 1953, are of immense significance 
for our future development and for the fate of socialism. Dur¬ 
ing the period of the New Course, powerful moral forces were 
unleashed, which could not be suppressed by the March reso¬ 
lutions of the Party, by subsequent resolutions, or by terroristic 
methods. However, these moral forces were unable to prevent 
the return of Bonapartism and personal dictatorship in 1955. 
After March, they were unable to prevent the degeneration of 
power and Party life or those consequences that more seriously 
are destroying the moral basis of our social and Party life today 
than during the period prior to June, 1953; nevertheless they 
show the way in which we averted a crisis once before. At the 
same time we must recognize that the standard of social and 
Party morals and ethics has sunk lower than ever before. 

The predominance of Bonapartism, of the personal dictator, 
and of the organs of force is not compatible with the constitu¬ 
tional legal system of the People’s Democracy, with its legisla¬ 
ture and government, with the democracy of our entire state 
and social life. The two are in sharp contrast with one another. 
A struggle between them is inevitable, because in our circum¬ 
stances, with the destruction of Bonapartism and individual 
dictatorship, the triumph of the People’s Democracy and the 
construction of socialist society can be assured on the basis of 
constitutional law and order and legality that we ourselves estab¬ 
lish. Bonapartism cannot comprise the state power and legal 
system of the People’s Democracy, and when Rakosi, in the 
interest of individual dictatorship, took the road of Bona¬ 
partism, he plunged our socialist construction, achieved with 
many great sacrifices, into an abyss. We must recognize as a fact 
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that Bonapartism has become predominant in our Constitution, 
in our legal system, and in the people's domain, as well as in the 
democratization of our state life. Thus the Constitution is no 
longer the basis of our legal system; legality as defined in the 
Constitution has lost its meaning; and the validity of the rights 
of men and citizens in everyday life is decreasing. The political, 
legal, moral, and all other concepts that made the Constitution 
the basic law of our social life are beginning to lose their orig¬ 
inal meaning and their compulsory legal force equally ap¬ 
plicable to everyone. Thus, in crude violation of the legality 
of communal life, the law, its interpretation, and its implemen¬ 
tation are being determined ever more frequently by the power 
interests of the Bonapartist dictatorship and by the momentary 
requirements of the personal dictatorship, rather than by the 
interests of society. This Machiavellianism, which is in conflict 
not only with socialism but with all the moral principles of pro¬ 
gressive mankind, is gaining more and more ground in our 
government and in our social and Party life. Thus it can happen 
that although we have a constitution, a legal system, and laws 
that should ensure our socialist development, these things be¬ 
come mere devices for personal dictatorship over most of the 
people in the hands of the Bonapartist power. 

The belief in socialist legality and in legality itself has been 
shaken. The abuse of power and the use of illegal devices 
reached alarming proportions in 1955 and exceeded even the 
malpractices of the period from 1950 to 1952. The situation has 
degenerated to such an extent that most of the workers have 
come to believe that they are at the mercy of illegalities and 
abuses, and that there are no laws that protect their rights as 
human beings and citizens. A striking and potentially danger¬ 
ous consequence of the degeneration of power and the aliena¬ 
tion of the people is the spread of the theory that a People’s 
Democracy is synonymous with anarchy; that such a democracy 
leaves plenty of room for illegalities; that in such a democracy 
the life of the individual is characterized by constant insecurity 
and fear. The June, 1953, resolution of the Central Committee 
classified the violation of legality that it exposed as serious 
and dangerous, but the situation had not degenerated then to 
the extent that it has today. 
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The government and the Party leadership ignore completely 
the traditional or instinctive sense of justice of the masses, 
which developed in harmony with social morals. The legislature 
is insensitive in this regard also, while the enforcement of the 
laws and the execution of justice violate it crudely in every way. 
The administration of justice, whicii as a consequence of the de¬ 
generation of power cannot carry out the principle of socialist 
legality amid the conditions of Bonapartist dictatorship, is be¬ 
ing crushed between the people and the rule; it is increasingly 
moving away from its moral and ethical moorings in the 
People’s Democratic system, and from the people's sense of 
justice and feeling for Socialist legality; whereas, in the triumph 
of Socialism, as in all progressive social concepts, justice must 
play an exceptionally significant role, which tc^gether with the 
struggle of the w^orking masses and everyday constructive work 
turns into a powerful material force indispensable to the estab¬ 
lishment of socialist society. The judiciary must serve this social 
justice—this socialist social justice in our case—and the legal 
system of the People's Democracy. How^ever, the Bonapartist 
dictatorship, which is separated from the working class and 
masses, is utilizing the administration of justice to serve its own 
assaults against the people. The degeneration of power and the 
moral crisis of social life are also evidenced by the fact that at 
present the number of persons imprisoneci is greater than ever 
before; the number of those sentenced exceeds those imprisoned 
to such an extent that many thousands canncjt begin to serve 
their sentence because of a lack of “space." But the most alarm¬ 
ing fact is that the majority of those convic ted have c ome from 
the ranks of the wwking class, the industrial workers. This, more 
than anything else, is evidence of the degeneration of power 
and economic and social conditions under which the working 
class is carrying on its task of socialist construction, and of the 
moral and ethical crisis that was brought about by these con¬ 
ditions. 

Public morality is an indispensable requirement of socialist 
society. Its conditions include those upon which economic and 
political relations depend, and those moral and ethical prin¬ 
ciples that become valid in society. The morality or ethical 
conception of the public affects the formation of economic. 
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political, and moral conditions. We can actually see their mu¬ 
tual effects here. The deterioration of the economic situation, 
the degeneration of power, the slackening of morals in social 
life, and the operations and structure of economic and political 
organs have become a source of grave problems as far as public 
morality is concerned. As a result of the degeneration of power, 
individuals whose actions went counter to the morals of social¬ 
ist society and to existing laws acquired positions in important 
fields of public life. It is not compatible with public morality 
to have in positions of leadership the directors and organizers of 
mass lawsuits, or tliose responsible for the torturing and killing 
of innocent people, or organizers of international provocations, 
or economic saboteurs, or srpianderers of public property who, 
through the abuse ol power, either have committed serious 
crimes against the people or are forcing others to commit these 
crimes. The public, the Party, and the state organs must be 
cleansed of these elements. 

There is a type of material dependence that forces men to 
relinquish their individualities and their convictions, which is 
not compatible with morality in public life. Unfortunately, this 
has assumed mass proportions here and must be considered 
virtually a disease of our society. Excessive centralization of the 
economic and political structure is the inevitable concomitant 
of personal dictatorship. What sort of political morality is there 
in a public life where c ontrary opinions are not only suppressed 
but punished with actual deprivation of livelihood; where those 
who express contrary opinions are expelled from society with 
shameful disregard for the human and civil rights set down in 
the Constitution; where those who are opposed in principle to 
the ruling political trend are barred from their professions 
—the journalist from his work in the area of the press, the author 
from his literary activities; and where a man is not only dis¬ 
missed from his political office but from membership in the 
Hungarian Academy of Sciences and from his university teach¬ 
ing position as well; and indeed where all those activities 
whereby he might guarantee his livelihood are made impossible 
for him? What is this if not a shameful degeneration of political 
morality? Can one speak, in such a case, of a Constitution, of 
law and order, of legality; can one speak of the morality of 
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public life when the “battle of opinions" is waged with such 
depraved tools, when they lie about freedom and at the same 
time deprive the brave representatives of freedom of the bare 
necessities of life? This is not socialist morality. Rather it is 
modern Machiavellianism. 

This all-powerful material dependence, this anxiety for bread, 
is killing the most noble human virtues, virtues that should 
most especially be developed in a socialist society: courage, reso¬ 
lution, sincerity and frankness, consistency of principle, and 
strength. In their place, the leaders have made virtues of self- 
abasement, cowardice, hypocrisy, lack of principle, and lies. 
The degeneration and corruption of public life and the deteri¬ 
oration of character that takes place in society as a result thereof 
are among the most serious manifestations of the moral-ethical 
crisis that is taking place before our eyes. We must also see, 
however, that the deterioration of public life and of character 
has repercussions in every area of our social life, and that it 
hastens the decay brought on by the ever intensifying economic 
and political crisis. Falsehood and careerism are spreading dan¬ 
gerously in our public life and are deeply affecting human 
morality and honor; distrust is gaining ground; and an atmos¬ 
phere of suspicion and revenge is banishing the fundamental 
feature of socialist morality, humanism; in its stead, cold in¬ 
humanity is appearing in public life. It is a shocking picture 
that the moral situation of our social life reveals. 

The picture is no better in the Party or with regard to Com¬ 
munist morality. The w’^eakness of Party morals is apparent from 
the trials, the rehabilitations, that have taken place, which 
reveal the degeneration of Party morality. The organs of the 
Party leadership have pronounced judgments that condemn 
not the criminals but their victims. Whatever has become of 
Communist morality, human respect, and honor, if there are 
Communist leaders according to whom the unjustly executed 
Comrade Laszlo Rajk was a coward because he admitted to 
false charges in order to deceive the Party leaders, leaders who 
act as if it were not they themselves who contrived the menda¬ 
cious charges and the means for getting the confession? They 
who are thus making repeated accusations have not the courage 
and sense of responsibility to say openly, in connection with 
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the baseless charges against Rajk, that our comrade Laszlo Rajk 
died a Communist martyr's death and did not “slip away from" 
execution before the Communist court of the People's Democ¬ 
racy; he “slipped away" from execution before the Arrow Cross 
blood court, not as a reward for his treason, as Matyds Rdkosi 
asserted with shocking cynicism in his speech before the Central 
Committee, but because, at the time, illegal Communists ap¬ 
proached Laszlo Rajk’s brother, an Arrow Cross state secretary, 
and asked him to intercede on behalf of his Communist younger 
brother. Therefore they know very well that it was not the inter¬ 
cession of the police or of the Arrow Cross Party that saved 
Laszlo Rajk’s life, but the intercession of his brother. Rajk's 
brother condemned his Communist principles, views, and ac¬ 
tivities, and kept clearly aloof from them, but, as Rajk's brother, 
he undertook to save his life. Why do not those who still seek to 
besmirch Rajk’s reputation by suppressing such facts and by 
charging Rajk with cowardice dare to make this public? Why 
do they outrage the memory of the deceased Rajk, and why do 
they protect and conceal the real criminals who are well known 
by name, i.e., the members of the clique, the so-called “four¬ 
some," Rakosi, Farkas, Gero, and R6vari? Is this considered 
compatible with Communist morality, with human honor and 
dignity? They do it in the interest of Party unity—as they keep 
saying—but they forget that the Party is not a den of criminals, 
whose unity must be preserved by hiding their crimes. What 
kind of unity is it that is held together by knowledge of and 
participation in crime? Their answer is that “we do not moral¬ 
ize," and that this is a political question and not a moral one. 
They do not perceive that they have thereby condemned their 
policies and have admitted the loss of all moral ground. 

This sort of view, and all views denying moral principles, 
views that seek to identify the Party with the clique of crim¬ 
inals, and Party interests with the interests of the clique, while 
ostensibly seeking to guard Party unity, actually protect the true 
criminals from exposure. Rather, real Party unity can be estab¬ 
lished only through the exposure of crimes. Without this, Com¬ 
munist morality will not prevail; without this, the Party will 
not escape from moral crisis; without this, there is and can be 
no talk about theoretical-political and moral unity. Why do 
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they seek to clear the criminals at any cost, when these have 
admitted their own crimes, even boasted of them, before the 
country and the world? Neither suppression, glossing over, nor 
lies can undo the commission of the crimes. 7 he question must 
be asked: On what sort of Communist morality do they base 
my expulsion from the Party ranks because of my theoretical 
dilferences with the policies of the Party leadership, while at 
the same time the accomplices in the mass executions of our 
comrades hold high offices in the Party? What kind of Communist 
morality is it in the name of which they now denounce Laszlo 
Rajk because, according to them, he confessed to the false 
charges raised against him because he was too cowardly to reject 
them, when in the name of this same Communist morality, the 
Central Committee condemned and expelled me from the Party 
because I was unwilling to assume responsibility for the false 
charges raised against me? What sort of political morality pre¬ 
vails in the leadership of the Party, wliere the truth is measured 
and Communist behavior assessed in such a manner? The fore¬ 
going, however, are only flagrant examples, only certain crude 
cases, of the deterioration of Communist morality. Much more 
perilous are the similar, all-too-prevalent occ urrences that are 
spreading among Party officials and throughout Party ranks. 
As the dictatorship of the proletariat, because of the degenera¬ 
tion of its power into Bonapartism and personal dictatorship, is 
gradually losing its broad democratism, and raw power and 
reprisal are used more and more not only against hostile, reac¬ 
tionary, antipopular forces but also against the broad masses of 
the working people, similarly the Bonapartist spirit, personal 
dictatorship, regimentation, and slavish subordination are sup¬ 
planting Party democracy, democratic centralism, and Leninist 
theories of Party life. In this atmosphere and confronted with 
such methods and means, Party life, debate, the exchange of 
ideas, and the deansingof ideological deviations through the free 
battle of opinions, without which unity of principle in the Party 
cannot be created, are dying out. Among Party members, it kills 
initiative, spontaneous activity, and enthusiasm, which are be¬ 
ing replaced by apathy and unconcern. The rapid spread of 
Bonapartism, of personal dictatorship, is destroying Leninist 
Party life. The liquidation of Party democracy and the intro- 
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duction of dictatorship inevitably are accompanied by the dic¬ 
tatorial methods and techniques that have prevailed in the 
Party for the past six months. Intimidation and terror, insinua¬ 
tion and baseless charges, and the denunciation and branding 
of others as enemies have become mass method. They are the 
crux of the moral crisis in Party life. 

But the most reprehensible procedure, and the one most de¬ 
structive of Communist morality and character, is to exploit 
the existing material dependence of Party functionaries and 
members in order to influence their political views and personal 
behavior. There are those who, corrupted by their favorable 
material status and abandoning principled moral conduct, will 
do anything as servants of degenerate Bonapartist power and 
personal dictatorship. Many Party functionaries and members, 
however, with their Communist sense of honor and integrity 
violated through material dependence and their human dignity 
humiliated, arc being compelled to deny their principles and 
political beliefs, to abandon their convictions, and to engage in 
falsehood and hypocrisy. These persons perceive and recognize 
the ignoble means, the untruth, the unprincipled un-Partylike 
procedure, and the prevalence of intimidation, revenge, and re¬ 
prisal. Their Communist sense of honor rebels against and con¬ 
demns such things, but the grave consequences of taking a 
courageous stand, of candidly expressing an opinion, and of 
adhering to principle, such as political ostracism, material losses 
and unemployment, all too frequently restrain them. Thus and 
therefore, one of the gravest manifestations of the deterioration 
of Communist morality—the conflict between Communists and 
Party morality, Party life, political methods, and themselves— 
has become a reality among Party members and officials alike. 
They are ashamed of their behavior which they know is incom¬ 
patible with Communist morality; they are ashamed of menda¬ 
city, of two-timing; they are ashamed of their lack of prin¬ 
ciple and of their cowardice; they are ashamed that, despite 
their better convictions, they have become—through material 
dependency—blind, docile tools and have moved from their 
political opposition into passivity and indifference. Thus, servil¬ 
ity, the serious malady of our social and Party life, is developing 
and spreading dangerously. The twins, Bonapartism—personal 
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dictatorship—and servility go well together, but have no place in 
our society or in the Communist Party. The noxious weeds of 
servility must be pulled from the life of Hungarian society and 
the Communist Party, and from every walk of public life. 

Another characteristic symptom of the deterioration of moral¬ 
ity in public life, a symptom that has become actually epidemic 
in social and Party life, is careerism, the pushing and elbowing 
for favors, even alms, from above. If this were simply a remnant 
from the past, it would be easier to exterminate. Unfortunately, 
this is not simply a question of remnants from the past, but 
derives from the stifling of criticism, the intimidation, and the 
retaliation against candid speech that are in evidence now in 
the leadership and that unavoidably lead to the spread of op¬ 
portunism. The careerists are sycophants, bootlickers; they have 
no principles or opinions of their own and will say without 
any compunction that black is white. In every case, they seek 
the favor of those who are in a position to assure them a better 
place in Party or state affairs, greater prestige, more income, 
broader authority, and, last but not least, a limousine. They 
go to any length to gain the favor of the leaders; they grovel 
and bow and scrape before them; they flatter them. The de¬ 
terioration of morality in public life pleases the careerists, 
whom, unfortunately, we may encounter on all sides. The num¬ 
ber of them tends to increase because, instead of denouncing 
them, the leaders tolerate and quite frequently even pamper 
them, since their kowtowing flatters the vanity of the leaders, 
as they will do anything or carry out any orders for them with¬ 
out resei-vation. 

Opportunism is not an individual character deficiency but 
first and foremost a social symptom, which is found where an 
individual’s position in society is determined not by his per¬ 
formance or ability but by those traits with which we have 
characterized the opportunist above. And if they seize a broad 
sphere of activity in our social and Party life and gain the 
chance to assert themselves over the tested, staunch, resolute, 
and steady Communists, if the opportunists become the spokes¬ 
men in public life, it shows to what depths political morality 
has sunk because of the wrongdoing of the Party leaders. It 
will, at the same time, give warning to take up the struggle 
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against the opportunists on a broad front for the cleansing of 
the Party and the purification of Communist honor—a struggle 
in which the very roots of opportunism must be destroyed. A 
necessary condition to the success of the struggle is not only the 
moral but the political regeneration of the Party. This difficult 
struggle, undoubtedly involving sacrifices, must be fought by 
those individuals who, supported by solid foundations of social¬ 
ist morality and ethics, have the stability of principle, courage, 
and resoluteness to represent principles, the highest morality 
of the social order and of the Party, and who can undertake the 
struggle with all its sacrifices for not only the theoretical but 
also the moral purification of the Party. There arc still such 
Communists; these arc the majority of the Communists—mem¬ 
bers and officials—and their prize is the theoretical, political, 
and moral regeneration of the Party, a pledge that still should 
bring about a victory of socialist moral principles in society and 
in public life. In this struggle, the Communists who represent 
socialist morality without faltering must disassociate themselves 
clearly from the ever spreading deterioration that is now per¬ 
ceivable in the sphere of Party morality. These Communists 
must undertake the struggle to restore the reputation of the 
Party and of Communists, to reacquire, guard, and increase the 
faith and confidence of the people, and to represent fittingly 
that moral power and grandeur that the Hungarian people 
regard with appreciation and hold as an example to be followed, 
and that sooner or later will triumph over the moral decay pre¬ 
vailing in Party and public life. The real significance of this 
struggle is the benefit it will have for future generations, the 
new growing generation, which is the trustee of the future of 
our country, and which will continue and attain the construc¬ 
tion of the great works initiated by socialist society. Our present 
struggle is, therefore, of incalculable importance, because our 
successors, the generations following in our footsteps, can re¬ 
spond to their historic mission, the attainment of our national 
ideals, only if we leave them, as a heritage in human conduct 
and in public life, a higher order, a purer socialist morality, 
and an ethical outlook. This is the tremendous moral duty 
of the generation that is here today but will be gone tomorrow, 
principally of the Communists. We must avoid moral quag- 
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mires and figlit steadfastly for the assertion of socialist moral 
principles in our social and Party life; we must represent cou¬ 
rageously the virtues that our people have entrusted to us; and, 
last but not least, we must struggle, regardless of the difficult 
situation, to see that the future of the People’s Democracy is in 
safe liands. 

We have two ways in which to extricate ourselves from the 
disastrous situation brought upon the country by the Rakosi 
regime: we can either liquidate Stalinist policy ourselves in 
good time and lead the country back to the June road, by which 
we shall be able to avoid economic and political failure; or we 
can refrain from changing the course of events with the result 
that the increasing tension may bring the country to the verge 
of a grave crisis. In either case, the Hungarian Communists 
must become masters of the situation. In order to achieve this 
they have to make a definite break with Rakosi’s disastrous 
policy and fight courageously for the June goals with the help 
of the masses of the people, to thwart the realization of the 
ambitions of the reaction. The Communists’ most effective wea¬ 
pon against reactionary, counter-revolutionary attempts for the 
restoration of tlie old system is to inaugurate the June policy 
while the working masses still trust the Communists and the 
Party, and before this trust is irreparably undermined by the 
present regime through its campaign against the Hungarian 
people conducted with inhumane and lawless means. 

“Clique leadership,” and later the spirit of personal dictator¬ 
ship, created a serious situation in other respects also. It de¬ 
stroyed those virtues that had gained popular respect for both 
the Party and the Communists and had increased their influ¬ 
ence, and it destroyed the confidence that had given the people 
hope of attaining their goals. The virtues that little by little are 
dying out in Party life and in Communist conduct must be re¬ 
vived and developed. Such virtues include love and respect for 
the Hungarian people, close relations and unity with the peo¬ 
ple, loyalty to the people, and a true service to their interests. 
This is the moral dictate for the Party and for every Commu¬ 
nist; this is the moral foundation on which all of their activities 
must be built. We must fight for the assertion of humanism, 
the principles of humanity in Communist activity, and we must 
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renounce at every turn, and take energetic measures against, 
antisocial efforts, inhuman methods and means, and the anti¬ 
democratic spirit that is becoming more dangerously dominant 
in our state and Party life. Such a virtue is true patriotism; love 
of country, the noble ideal of loyal and unselfish service to the 
‘'homeland before all else,’" which inspires increased respect and 
popularity for the Communists in the broadest strata of the 
people. Without lessening the ideological-political struggle 
against excessive nationalism—chauvinisin~and by fully using 
all idecjlogical weapons against it wherever it crops up, we must 
nurture, in the s[)irit of proletarian internationalism and with 
the esteem of other nations, the virtue of love of country, which 
leaders alien to the Hungarian people arc now seeking to defde 
and to identify with the vulgar instinct of chauvinism. They 
are so removed from the temperament of the people and the 
people’s sense of Ilungarianism, that they arc perhaps unaware 
of how seriously they have wounded the national consciousness. 

The Hungarian people are not chauvinistic, nor are they cos¬ 
mopolites; they don’t want to become so, and they will not. The 
stupid policy, alien to the people, which is simply national 
nihilism—i.e., a rejection of the virtues of patriotism and na¬ 
tional sentiment—by its very nature stirs up this danger of chau¬ 
vinism. Socialism should not deprive the people of their na¬ 
tional character nor of their national sentiments and cjualides; 
on the contrary, it is with these that people enrich the universal 
moral-ethical values of socialism. The unbreakable adherence of 
the Hungarian people to national ideals, to the concept of 
loyalty, freedom, and independence that has been the source 
of their strength in molding their history throughout the cen¬ 
turies, is not a nationalism to be condemned. Rather, it en¬ 
compasses the most noble traits of the Hungarian people and 
the national virtues that must materialize in Cc^immunism if 
the Hungarian people want to be leaders. Whoever the men 
may be whom the Hungarian people arc willing to follow on 
the rough road into future history, they must take cognizance 
of national self-consciousness and the feeling of national pride, 
to which small nations like ours arc perhaps more sensitive than 
great nations. Both the past and the present of the gifted, in¬ 
dustrious Hungarian people prove that they are capable of won- 
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derful contributions and achievements in the fields of science, 
engineering, art, literature, music, and sport. Nor is their abil¬ 
ity and strength to establish and maintain a state any less 
developed. In every period of history, Hungary has produced 
her geniuses, great statesmen, and military leaders, who have 
guided the nation to the threshold of socialism through stormy 
centuries of social change and development. Nor has the nation 
now become immature or developed a need for tutelage; it is 
still able to stand on its own feet, and it is still able fittingly to 
represent and to advance the cause of national freedom and in¬ 
dependence, together with the cause of socialism and human 
progress, within the great family of peace-loving peoples. This, 
however, can be attained only by leaders who spring from the 
people and are of the people, and fight for them, working in 
conjunction witli the people. The base policy of our present 
leaders seeks to progiess toward socialism by way of denational¬ 
ization, a policy that more and more supports the internal 
enemy and pours oil on the glowing fires of chauvinism, because 
the Hungarian people, like all other people, will accept social¬ 
ism only if they do not have to sacrifice their national senti¬ 
ments, consciences, and traits, which they seek to nurture within 
the structure of a socialist society. 

Other grave consequences of national nihilism exist in the 
life of our society and Party, and it would be incorrect simply 
to classify these consequences as only an injurious heritage from 
the past. The problems are quite serious, or “touchy’' as is 
usually said. Therefore their only possible solution is to face 
them courageously and to start liquidating them with vigor. 
The weapons of anti-Semitism, anti-Sovietism, and chauvinism 
must be struck from the hands of the enemies of the people 
and of socialism, because such weapons destroy the moral foun¬ 
dations of our society, increase our difficulties, retard socialist 
construction, and block our peaceful, fraternal coexistence with 
other peoples. National nihilism is not, however, the way to 
solve these problems; rather the solution lies in the political 
and moral regeneration of state leadership, combined inevitably 
with a changing of the guard. 

Whoever observes the way the situation is shaping up with 
open eyes, whoever approaches the problems taken up with 
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honorable intentions, cannot doubt but that a devoted and 
deep love for the people, the country, the Party and socialism, 
and an anxiety about the future, inspire these candid words 
and cause these thoughts to be put on paper. They are serious 
words, but true. However, the saying “Actions speak louder 
than words” applies here; therefore, the words await deeds. 

(December, 1955.) 



Chapter 5. 


Significance of the June, 1953, 

Party Resolution and Its Effect on Our Party 


The key to the full realization of the historic significance of the 
Central Committee’s June resolution may be found in the rec¬ 
ognition of the extremely dangerous situation that had arisen 
in June. 

The shocking situation was described by the key members 
of the Soviet Communist Party, who declared that the mistakes 
and crimes of the four-member Party leadership in Hungary, 
headed by Rdkosi, had driven the country to the verge of a 
catastrophe, shaking the People’s Democratic system to its 
foundations and that, unless prompt and effective measures had 
been taken to bring about a change, the people would have 
turned against them and, to quote Khrushchev, “we would 
have been booted out summarily.” The chief purpose of the 
Central Committee’s June resolution w^as to stave off the catas¬ 
trophe and to counterbalance the effect of the disturbances in 
East Germany and Czechoslovakia, to ease the growing tension 
manifested in frequent mass demonstrations in the Great Plains, 
and in general to bring about a turn of the tide. 

The resolution clearly revealed the seriousness of the situa¬ 
tion and gave indications of the approaching catastrophe, the 
roots of which had sprung from gross violations of the laws and 
scientific principles of building Socialism and from an irrespon¬ 
sible economic policy. The significance of the Central Commit¬ 
tee resolution lay in the fact that, simultaneously with a prompt 
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intervention and a sharp turnabout, a re-evaluation of the 
ideological basis of the transition period from capitalism to 
socialism took place in the spirit of scientific socialist teachings. 

The basic difficulties in judging and evaluating the resolu¬ 
tion arose from an incorrect appraisal of the economic and po¬ 
litical situation of the preresolution period. Up to that point 
no systematic efforts had been made to expose the material 
damage, unprecedented in Hungary’s history, which the irre¬ 
sponsible pre-1953 policy had caused, having swallowed up 
nearly 120 billion forints. The extent of the damage had to be 
determined in order to make possible an evaluation of the 
shortcomings and capacities of our people’s economy; consider 
deficiencies in future planning, particularly in setting realistic 
goals for the Second Five-Year Plan; and last but not least, de¬ 
fine the responsibility of the Party and government. In June, 
1953, Rikosi and others did not concur with this evoluation of 
the situation; they considered it too pessimistic, claiming that 
the mistakes and difficulties were exaggerated, attributing this 
to lack of information and, after the P>eria affair was made 
public, to the hostile activities of Beria. Obviously those who 
do not agree with the evaluation of the situation cannot accept 
the conclusions reached, nor the new objectives. From the very 
beginning, Rakosi’s attitude toward the Central Committee’s 
June resolution was characterized by duplicity and oppor¬ 
tunism. From the beginning he had two irons in the fire. While 
he spoke for the resolution, he did everything to soft-pedal the 
measures aimed at the correction of mistakes. Rdkosi’s relation 
to the policy adopted in June, 1953, and his true attitude to 
matters of state and Party leadership became completely clear 
in connection with the March and April, 1955, resolutions. 

From the beginning a distorted, arbitrary, Marxist interpre¬ 
tation of the June resolution was apparent in the Party leader¬ 
ship and within the Party apparatus, with Matyas RAkosi the 
chief advocate. A mere two weeks after the June meeting of 
the Central Committee, on July 11, 1953, at a Budapest Party 
activists’ meeting, Rdkosi made the first open move to give a 
false interpretation to the June Party resolution, attempting 
to lessen the significance of the change, and trying to return to 
the old line. His speech was a call to opposition, and despite 
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the slogans, like self-criticism etc., it was a clear indication that 
the Party apparatus was not standing behind the government 
program. The subsequent attitude of the Party proved that the 
hint was understood and acted upon. 

Later statements by Rdkosi gave further proof of his policy 
of duplicity and of the fact that the Party's policy was not 
identical with the policy of the government. By this attitude 
Rakosi and the extreme “leftists" converging around him hoped 
to achieve a double purpose: to maintain the political line and 
methods of the period preceding the June events, that would 
pave the way for a backswing at an opportune moment, and to 
drive a wedge between the Party and the government. The 
events that took place in the twentieth month of the June 
policy prove this. 

By now it is a recognized fact that Rdkosi, First Secretary of 
the Party, induced the Party, and primarily the Party apparatus, 
to assume a passive attitude toward the execution of the June 
resolution and the realization of the government program. In 
an attempt to turn the tables on me, he tried in the March 
resolution to create the impression that the government had 
sought to push the Party into the background. In reality the 
Party, by following the Rakosi-inspired passive attitude, have 
been pushed into the background, or rather had elected to 
assume such a stand, throwing extreme obstacles in the way of 
the June resolution and the government program. 

One of the most frequently made yet completely unfounded 
statements is that the government program deviated from the 
June resolution. This slanderous accusation emerged from the 
March resolution. The June resolution and the government 
program were judged as fully integrated by the Third Party 
Congress, despite Rdkosi’s efTorts toward a re-evaluation of the 
June resolution during the preparations for the Congress, as 
well as by Central Committee meetings before and after the 
Party Congress, for the last time in October, 1954 . Consequently 
there was no contradiction between the government program 
and the June resolution; the deviation was created only by the 
deliberate distortion of the June resolution. The claim that in 
the government program I abandoned the course delineated 
by the June resolution is completely false and unfounded. On 
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the other hand a scries of facts prove that Rdkosi and the ex¬ 
treme “leftists” turned against the June resolution and against 
the government program, which latter embraced the very Marx- 
ist-Leninist principles set forth by the Central Committee in the 
historic June, 1953, resolutions as the basis for the building 
of socialism. 

The fact that Mityas Rikosi and members of the Politburo 
felt forced to go back on their previous attitude and views con¬ 
cerning the June resolution, both in the March resolution and 
in the course of its execution, proves beyond doubt that it was 
not I who turned against the C^entral Committee’s ]une resolu¬ 
tion, but they. There is irrefutable factual proof that the June 
resolution had been given an entirely new interpretation, contra¬ 
dicting its original trend and spirit. The new interpretation 
actually invalidated the June resolution and stripped it of its 
historic significance to such an extent that it no longer consti¬ 
tutes the political basis of Party and government activities. 

The pseudoradical deviationists use yet anotlier angle to do 
away with the June resolution. They claim, with increasing 
frequency, that the June resolution did not represent a turning 
point, still less a change in the trend toward building socialism. 
This is refuted by the June resolution itself and the subsequent 
Party resolution, which acknowledged the turn and the decisive 
significance of the change of direction. At one time (June 23, 
1953) in the course of the preparation of the June resolution, 
even Ernf) Gero was forced to admit that it entailed a signifi¬ 
cant change of direction. At the October, 1953, meeting of the 
Central Committee, the Politburo affirmed the fact that the June 
resolution fxmdamentally modified the Party line. Now they 
use tliese assertions of tlie Party resolutions against me, classi¬ 
fying them as right-wing deviations. They claim that the June 
resolution was not a turning point or a change of line, but 
merely the correction of discrepancies that had arisen in the 
course of developments. Yet, the June resolution was much 
more. It embraced, in the transition period, the most important 
ideological aspects of socialist development, delineating its 
various ways, methods, and forms under specific Hungarian 
circumstances. It was the first step toward the application of 
Marxist-Leninist tenets to fit specific Hungarian conditions. 
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Consequently, he who claims that the June resolution meant 
no changing of the line, he who tries to narrow down its 
significance by interpreting it as a mere adjustment of the un¬ 
balanced economy, denies the necessity of applying one of the 
basic Leninist teachings about the specific courses of building 
socialism: he advocates automatic emulation and schematism, 
thereby turning against the scientific teachings of socialism and 
representing an anti-Marxist, anti-Paity stand. 

Looking at the March resolution and the measures that 
followed in its wake, the (piestion arises wlunher tliere is an 
ideological basis that proves that the March resolution was 
founded on the June resolution; whether it merely carried 
it further, rounded it out, or modified it to fit tlie changed 
circumstances. The June resolution was a necessity, theoreti¬ 
cally justified and aimed to consolidate state power, improving 
the relationship between the Party and the state as well as be¬ 
tween the Party, the government, and the people; to further 
the labor-peasant partnership, national unity, democratization 
of social and political life, the new economie' p()]i('v, the grad¬ 
ual evolution of the people’s economy, objee tive laws, socialist 
legality, democracy and criticism within the Party, and col¬ 
lective leaders]lip. In other words, it was designed to place, 
during tlie transition period, the whole ideologieal complex 
of socialist building on the basis of scientific so( ialist print iples, 
under the specific Hungarian circumstances. 

The June resolutions successfully launched the Party and 
its leadership on the road to correctly solving the [)roblems of 
the transition period, and laid the foundation of unity in the 
face of its ideologic^al and firactical problems. If we look at the 
June resolution from this, the only correct, point of view, it 
becomes obvious that the March resolution and the measures 
that followed in its wake are not consistent with the basic prin¬ 
ciples of the June resolution. The March resolution and the 
measures adopted subsequently by the Central Committee do 
not expand or fundamentally modify the basic principles of 
the June resolutions. Indeed, they are discarded and replaced 
by pseudoradical, ‘deft-wing” theories which are in direct 
contrast to Marxist-Leninist teachings and which, on the basis 
of practical achievements and Marxist analysis, are inconsistent 
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with the ideological and practical aims of socialist building, 
and are consequently unsuitable for the realization of these 
aims. 

In the course of explaining and analyzing the March and 
subsequent resolutions, several attempts have been made to 
find an accord between the June and Third Party Congress 
resolutions and the resolutions passed by the Party and the 
state during the period following the March resolution, on the 
subject of the scientific evaluation of the transition period. How¬ 
ever, this is an unscientific approach and one l)ound to fail. Just 
as it is impossible to bridge the sharp contradiction between the 
tw^o political lines based on the June and March resolution, it 
is impossible to hnd a common platform between the two resolu¬ 
tions without repudiation and unprincipled falsification of 
Marxist-Leninist teachings and principles. 

That is why the political line of Party leadership has not had 
and cannot have a uniform basis. That is why no ideological 
unity in Party leadership can be achieved. That is why ideolog¬ 
ical confusion arose in matters concerning socialist building 
and the theoretical and practical solution of problems con¬ 
cerning the transition period. There are two courses that may 
lead to a solution. One is the unreserved, sincere adoption of 
the principles of the June resolution, with an attempt to real¬ 
ize these and to follow the course delineated by the Third Party 
Congress and the 0 ( tober meeting of the Central Committee. 
The October resolution was a big step toward the realization 
of the June resolution, and it corrected the mistakes that had 
arisen in the course of progress and, with the change of cir¬ 
cumstances, modified some of the aims. The October resolu¬ 
tion, passed in the spirit of constructive application of 
Marxist-Leninist tenets, giving full consideration to the spe¬ 
cific Hungarian circumstances and expanding the basic princi¬ 
ples of the June resolution, looked far into the future and set 
new goals and aims. This would have been the one, and indeed 
the only, course. 

The other one is the course that was followed during the 
period preceding the June resolution, which once before had 
driven the country to the verge of catastrophe and which had 
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been proved erroneous and wrong, leading to a dead end and 
embarrassing the Party and the cause of socialism. 

With the passing of the March resolution the Parly leaders 
sought to return to the old, erroneous policy on the basis of 
the principles of the June resolution. They were soon forced 
to admit an anachronism there. However, from this realization 
they did not draw the only correct conclusion, namely that they 
must return to the policy outlined in the June resolution. 
Instead, they sought to establish a theoretical justification for 
the adoption of the pre-June policy that could be pulled off 
'‘satisfactorily’’ only through the distortion and falsification of 
Marxist tenets. This attitude is amply proved by a whole series 
of “theoretical” analyses and actual events. Several economists 
wasted their efforts on this useless endeavor, and to the ever¬ 
lasting shame of the science of economies, their activities in¬ 
volved perfunctory approaches and falsification, leading again 
to dogmatism and schematism. 

The country and the people cannot watch with indifference 
which one of the possible solutions is being adopted by the 
Party. Despite the many propagandistic references to the June 
Policy, the March and subsequent resolutions have driven the 
country into an extreme “leftist” direction, causing immeasur¬ 
able political, economic, and social damage. 

It is the basic and most urgent task for the Party to return 
to the long-range course of socialist building delineated by the 
June resolution, the Third Party Congress, and the October 
meeting of the Central Committee. For this purpose, through 
a prompt revision of the March and subsequent Central Com¬ 
mittee resolutions, the present political and theoretical con¬ 
fusion and lack of principles must be overcome. 

Most of the charges of right-wing deviation and distortion 
are made in connection with the June resolution. However, a 
closer scrutiny of what is termed right-wing deviation and 
distortion in objective of the June resolution is branded either 
deviation or distortion, implying that essentially the entire 
June line was a right-wing deviation and distortion. This at¬ 
titude is expressed in several articles and studies. Instead of a 
fair criticism of the June policy, the line followed during the 
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whole last twenty months is that it was a right-wing deviation 
and distortion. 

This is one of the methods used to liquidate the June resolu¬ 
tion and the policy based on it. The other method is to charge 
that the government program distorted the June resolution. 
Both methods serve the same purpose: to invalidate the June 
resolution. The only difference is that while the first method 
condemns all aspects of the June policy, the second method is 
directed only against the government program, objecting only 
to the methods used in the implementation of the June resolu¬ 
tion, thereby making opposition to the June policy justified 
while simultaneously placing the blame for all the mistakes on 
me, in an attempt to disclaim the collective responsibility 
resulting from collective leadership. 

I'hese machinations, the falsifications and accusations, the 
deceiving and influencing of Party members, were greatly fa¬ 
cilitated by the fact that despite the many references to the 
June resolution, the Party members were not familiar with 
the true contents of the resolution, which in its complete form 
was available only to a narrow circle of Party functionaries. 
The majority of the Party members never had the chance to 
read the complete text. 

The “left-wing” opponent within the Party leadership 
made certain that the June resolution did not become widely 
known. Instead of the full text, the Party organizations received 
directives on the resolution, in which the essential ideological 
and political aspects had gotten lost, as well as passages dealing 
with the question of responsibility and the new objectives. 
Even these considerably watered-down “directives” reached 
the Party organization with a two-months' delay. No efforts 
were made for their implementation. In sharp contrast to this 
attitude, Matyas Rakosi and the Party apparatus made certain 
that the March and April resolutions were received by the 
Party members twenty-four hours after they had been passed, 
and they were also made public through the press. 

The principle that the Party must have no secrets before the 
people was completely overlooked in the case of the June resolu¬ 
tion. Up to the very present its contents have remained a secret 
to the people and even to the Party membership. It is no coin- 
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cidence that, of the many decisive resolutions of the Party, the 
June resolution is the least frequently quoted. 

For a long time we referred to the June resolution as a his¬ 
toric document. On the other hand, from the minute of its 
conception, Rakosi, Gero, Farkas, and others meant it to become 
a dead letter. It is the task of the Party leadership to make the 
June resolution known to the Party members, thereby con¬ 
solidating the principal foundation of the building of socialism. 



Chapter 6. 


Role and Significance of the March 
and April Party Resolutions 


Behind the March and April Central Committee resolutions 
we find the following compelling motives: 

A. The Central Committee resolution of October, 1954, was 
a turning point in the further development and realization of 
the June resolution. A successful carrying out of the October 
resolution would have destroyed irrevocably the last chances for 
a return to the exaggerated pre-1953 “left-wing" sectarian 
policy; it would have caused those who were resisting the trend 
hostile to tlie people and harmful to the building of socialism 
to lose ground. This made it urgent and timely for the sectarian 
“left-wing" deviationists to go into action against the June 
policy. 

B. Certain internal and external factors were moving in the 
same direction, and they facilitated the realization of a return 
to the pre-1953 policy: Rakosi’s misleading report to the 
Soviet Union's Communist Party on the situation of the Party 
and the country; an incorrect evaluation of the international 
situation leading to increased tension; and as a result the in¬ 
crease of internal efforts stressing defense preparations, which, 
in turn, brought about a return to the exaggerated speed-up of 
heavy industry, especially war industry. 

Since the pseudoradical “lefMving" deviationists were able 
to put forward their anti-Marxist political views in the March 
resolution, though it brought dire consequences to the Party 
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and the country, the situation within the Party had cleared up. 
The political views and methods of the “left wing,“ kept secret 
until then, had become evident in all their nakedness with re¬ 
gard to the rules of the Party’s inner life and the Party’s policy 
with regard to practical or theoretical problems of Marxism- 
Leninism, especially to the interpretation of the June, 1953, 
Central Committee resolution. In connection with the March 
resolution the political persecution conducted against me for a 
long time had come into the open and, as it was revealed then, 
often paralyzed the work of the leadership. This was not my 
fault. 

Objectively, the March, 1955, resolution by the Central Com¬ 
mittee was a turnabout, a return to the former bad policy on 
the basis of a completely distorted evaluation of the real situa¬ 
tion and an exaggerated presentation of actual mistakes, with 
the undeniable political aim of the “left-wing” leaders that by 
returning to the former policy they might be able to continue 
their harmful activities interrupted by the June resolution. 

The March resolution was justified by the following argu¬ 
ment: 

The June, 1953, resolution of the Central Committee has 
been proved entirely correct. But beside the successful struggle 
for the realization of this correct resolution there have been 
mistakes and errors in the execution; what is more, the resolu¬ 
tion has been distorted by certain individuals in an anti-Marx¬ 
ist, opportunist fashion, which led to a harmful rightist policy, 
to rightist deviation. As a result, disturbing phenomena mani¬ 
fested themselves in the economic and political life of our 
People’s Democracy. 

The above is an abbreviated evaluation of the situation that 
necessitated the March resolution: the political and economic 
causes that had a part in bringing about the resolution, and a 
review of past mistakes. Considering the resolution from this 
angle, it can be asserted that a great discrepancy exists between 
the premises and the inference drawn from them, which indi¬ 
cates that the political conclusions are unwarranted. 

In addition to the inner contradictions of the March resolu¬ 
tion, there are more serious theoretical and political discrepan¬ 
cies between the March resolution and its execution, as well as 
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between the interpretation, explanation, and motivation of 
the resolution. Yet this is exactly what reveals the true nature 
and goal of the resolution. The views, theses, or ‘‘theories'* that 
came to the surface in the course of the explanation and appli¬ 
cation of the March resolution give a better definition to the 
real contents of tlie resolution than the actual wording of the 
resolution itself. The sharp contrast and discrepancy between 
the two make it absolutely necessary to decide the question: 
What is valid, what is accepted as a guiding principle for the 
leaders and the membership of the Party—the March resolution 
in its own wording, or the commentaries written on the resolu¬ 
tion in the Party press? Where does the Central Committee 
stand? On the basis of the principles laid down in the March 
resolution, or on the basis of principles discussed in the ex¬ 
planations? For the latter contain—because of gross exaggera¬ 
tions and falsifications—a whole series of anti-Marxist views 
and erroneous pseudoradical “leftist" theories on basic prob¬ 
lems. 

The April, 1955, Central Committee resolution had been 
based on the guiding principles of the March resolution. The 
April resolution has no separate theoretical motivation. In spite 
of this, the two resolutions diverge considerably in evaluation 
of the situation, classification of mistakes, and conclusions. 

While the March resolution deals with mistakes and short¬ 
comings, and distortions on why our economic and political life 
shows disturbing signs, the April resolution speaks about views 
that are in sharp contradiction to the over-all policy of our 
Party and says that these anti-Marxist, anti-Party views form a 
comprehensive system and have caused serious damage to our 
socialist building, etc. In the April resolution the mistakes, 
shortcomings, and distortions have become a “comprehensive 
system" of anti-Marxist, anti-Party views, and the disturbing 
phenomena have become “a serious damage" to socialist build¬ 
ing. This change came about in five short weeks in which I had 
been completely inactive in Party and in state life; in other 
words, the alleged mistakes mentioned in the March resolution 
had not multiplied or become more serious. 

All this can be explained by the fact that at the exposition 
of motives for the April resolution in a “report" to the Central 
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Committee, Rdkosi divorced the evaluation and enumeration 
of mistakes not only from objective facts but also from the asser¬ 
tions of the March resolution, and mixed it into the slough of 
calumny and gossip debasing the Party for the sake of a con¬ 
demnation more serious than that of March, and a political 
persecution of myself on this basis. 

Today, an exact evaluation can be made of the economic, 
political, and social results of the Marcli and April resolutions 
on the basis of the “achievements” of the past few months. In 
the light of objective facts and figures the situation brought 
about by them is shocking. The consequences are very grave 
both in the domestic situation and in foreign relations, and can¬ 
not be improved upon by intentional bias in quarterly or semi¬ 
annual statistical reports, just as the slogans advocating peaceful 
coexistence and reduction of international tension cannot erase 
the political and moral blemish caused to the reputation and 
international position of our fatherland by the internal events 
of the past six months. 

Where would the country be today if we had been permitted 
to build socialism on the basis of tlie October, 1954, Central 
Committee resolution and in the spirit of the June policy! The 
October resolution gave a clearly defined theoretical basis to 
further progress on the right way chosen in June, and assured 
the support of our entire nation. 

It is a task for the Party leadership to determine whether 
the March resolution and subsequent resolutions passed in this 
spirit, as well as the overwhelming part of applied Party and 
state rules, caused a serious breach of principles in Party policy, 
a ncAv turn, a deviation from the right road where the masses 
do not follow the Party and the Party membership does not fol¬ 
low the leadership of the Party. The policy based on the March 
and April Central Committee resolutions evoked passivity and 
resistance in the Party members. It slowed down the tempo of 
Party work, depressed enthusiasm for productive labor, and 
undermined trust in the Party and state leadership. 

It must be realized that such a policy is driving the people 
into the arms of reaction and the enemy, and is bringing the 
country to the brink of an unprecedented political and eco¬ 
nomic crisis. It is the task of the Central Committee to persist 
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in keeping the Party united despite these difficulties, to keep 
together its honest, faithful, and solid forces for action in every 
walk of Party, state, and social life, and to give guiding prin¬ 
ciples able to mobilize the people and the country in the spirit 
of the resolutions passed in June at the Party Congress and in 
October by the Central Committee. 



Chapter 7. 


Characteristic Features and Specific Traits 
of the New Course 


The Third Congress of the Hungarian Workers’ Party con¬ 
firmed the thesis that the June resolution of the Central Com¬ 
mittee had opened a new course in the building of socialism in 
Hungary. Summarizing the resolutions in five points, the essen¬ 
tial character and specific traits of the New Course are defined 
and described on pages 31 to 33 of the congressional report of 
the Central Committee. However, the definition of the gist and 
specific traits of the New Course lacks a good theoretical foun¬ 
dation and is not complete or satisfactory. 

A correct definition of the concept, essence, and character of 
the New Course is of great importance because the unclear 
definition of the essence of the New Course is responsible for 
certain views, according to which the New Course is tantamount 
to an anti-Marxist, rightist deviation. Such views and the charge 
of anti-Marxism are incorrect and completely unfounded. A 
study of Marxism-Leninism will reveal that the classics of scien¬ 
tific socialism alternately used the expressions of “course” 
(etape) and “period,” meaning the same thing. The principle 
and concept of a “New Course” is, therefore, not in contradic¬ 
tion with the theory of Marxism-Leninism. Stalin divided the 
New Economic Policy (NEP) into two “courses” or “periods,” 
emphasizing that strategic tasks did not change in the former 
or in the latter course. 

For an exact Marxist-Leninist theoretical definition of the 
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New Course, needed to avoid misinterpretations or to refute 
them, and for amending the incomplete and inadequate state¬ 
ments concerning the New Course voiced at the Third Congress 
of the HWP,* it must be established that the New Course 
initiated by the June, 1953, resolution of the Central Com¬ 
mittee did not set new strategic tasks for the Party. The former 
strategic task—laying the economic foundations of socialism and 
building socialism in Hungary—had been left untouched. 
Therefore, the policy of the New Course had been directed 
toward the solution of the old strategic task by changing and 
improving the former bad tactics. The New Course gives ex¬ 
pression to this tactical change. Arguments on the terminology 
and charges of anti-Marxism are only forms in the fight against 
the important economic and political measures stipulated by 
the June resolution. 

The main strategic task, the Party's strategy, is based on 
historic “turns" and embraces whole periods. Therefore during 
the period of transition from capitalism to socialism the strategy 
and its main goal remain unchanged. At the same time, how¬ 
ever, there are definite changes within the given periods, which 
are best expressed by the word “course." Within the unchanged 
principal strategic direction, these changes are expressed in new 
tactics. Thus, in the etapes of development, ivithin the strategy, 
there can be and definitely will be changes. Such a change, in 
Hungary, was the New Course, the new tactic. 

One of the main characteristics of the transitional period is 
the struggle between capitalist and socialist elements. Within 
the transitional period, the economic and political goals of the 
New Course were determined by these same basic tasks. The 
economic policy of the New Course is, therefore, the proper 
application of the teachings of Marxism-Leninism to the specific 
Hungarian conditions, on the basis of specific traits in the 
transitional period and the objective needs of building socialism 
in the field of socialist transformation and development of the 
people's economy. 

In the transitional period, during the struggle between so¬ 
cialist and capitalist elements, it is of utmost importance that: 

A. The Party and the state rely in all their activities on a 

♦ Hungarian Workers' Party (Communist Party). 
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scientific basis, and, first of all on a knowledge of the law of 
harmonizing the forces of production with a proper ratio be¬ 
tween the various types of production; 

B. The Party's economic policy must be so directed as to in¬ 
crease the forces of production and to develop the people's 
economy in a proportionate and planned way. Increase of the 
forces of production and a planned, proportionate developing 
of agriculture in the field of building socialism will insure the 
realization of the basic law of socialism (raising the standard of 
living), and the realization of uninterrupted, augmented sec¬ 
ondary production on the basis of the most modern technical 
achievements; 

C. The Party’s economic policy must be founded on the prin¬ 
ciples of proletarian internationalism and the pursuit of a last¬ 
ing peace, peaceful coexistence, and economic competition of 
different systems. Furthermore, trade agreements between the 
two systems (communist and capitalist) must serve the improve¬ 
ment of international division of labor as well as the expanding 
of the socialist world market; 

D. The Party's economic policy must take into account the 
requirements of national and international security based on 
the Leninist principles of peaceful coexistence, which makes 
disarmament and reduction of war expenditures possible and 
also makes it possible that the latest achievements of science 
and technology be employed for the purpose of peaceful con¬ 
struction and improvement of well-being and of the standard 
of living; 

E. The Party's economic policy must take into account that 
in the world as well as in the People's Democracies within the 
socialist bloc, many socio-economic formations or sectors, or 
the remnants of these, exist side by side during the transitory 
period; 

F. The NEP policy must be carried out unconditionally, as 
it means the establishment of increasingly closer relations in the 
exchange of goods between the city and the village, between 
socialist industry and the system of small holdings producing 
for the market, facilitating the switch to a socialist system of 
agricultural farms producing on a large scale. 

These basic requirements and specific traits of the transi- 
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tional period's economic policy were either nonexistent in 
Hungary or were realized only in part—partly because our eco¬ 
nomic policy lacked a scientific basis in Marxist-Leninist anal¬ 
ysis, and also because, as a consequence, we simply copied the 
Soviet methods applied at a much later stage in the building of 
socialism, thus skipping whole stages of development. That is 
the reason why Hungary needed a New Course in the building 
of socialism—to make it possible that basic principles and re¬ 
quirements of transitional period could fully assert themselves, 
leaving room for characteristic and specific traits arising from 
concrete conditions, and at the same time assuring the most 
effective ways, forms, and methods of developing socialism. But 
for the very same reason the New Course cannot be simply 
‘^abolished" or “suspended," because such action would deprive 
the country of the possibility of a successful and easy way of 
building socialism, and one requiring the least possible sacri¬ 
fices from the population. 

One of the main tasks of the New Course in Hungary was to 
make it possible that basic principles of general validity and 
normal development of the transitional period, which previ¬ 
ously had been completely suppressed or just partly realized, 
could fully assert themselves. 

Another task was giving the green light to specific ways and 
forms arising from Hungarian conditions in the building of the 
people's economy on a socialist basis, in order to create condi¬ 
tions for basic principles of universal validity as well as for the 
concrete and wide application of new ways and forms created by 
specific conditions during the period of transition. It had to 
guarantee democratism in the country and the Party; far-reach¬ 
ing activities and creative initiative of the masses; observance 
of regulations by Party organization in the Party and of human 
rights and duties and citizens' rights in state life as stipulated 
by the Constitution; and it had to advance the activities of lead¬ 
ing organs to the platform of legality. 

It was a serious shortcoming of the New Course that in many 
important fields it brought about only half-solutions. The eco¬ 
nomic policy of the New Course showed serious shortcomings 
because of the resistance of the Party and state organs, especially 
in the field of economy, and also because objective economic 
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laws were not always correctly applied as a result of not having 
been scientifically analyzed, and because specific Hungarian 
conditions were not clearly defined. The main error was not 
that we established the New Course in Hungary for building 
socialism, but rather the fact that we did not follow this course 
consistently and fully. This, on the other hand, makes us draw 
the logical conclusion that the New Course must not be liqui¬ 
dated but rather should be fully realized, eliminating its short¬ 
comings and paying great attention to those specific tasks that 
are necessitated by specific conditions in Hungary. Lenin laid 
special emphasis on the latter problem, as I have demonstrated 
in Chapter i of my present work by several cjuotations from his 
works. 

These teachings of Lenin w'cre, unfortunately, all but for¬ 
gotten in Hungary. One of the most important ideological tasks 
awaiting Hungarian Communists is to revive these teachings 
and apply them to the specific Hungarian conditions. 

One must also point out the specific conditions that have ex¬ 
erted considerable influence upon the role played by the New 
Course in Hungary in the transitional period: 

A. International socialist division of labor and mutual eco¬ 
nomic help make efforts at economic autarchy unnecessary. 
These efforts have put a great burden on the country and 
pushed the building of socialism off tlie proper road, which is 
determined by objective economic laws and which assures the 
execution of the basic law of socialism; 

B. The change to the New Course came after four and a half 
years of the First Five-Year Plan of our people’s economy, on 
the basis of achievements and experience gained in the past. At 
the same time the New Course had to eliminate mistakes which 
had caused grave difficulties and had previously jeopardized, or 
in certain fields frustrated, the attainments of the Party’s main 
political goal and several economic-political goals; 

C. Proper evaluation and consideration of the existing level 
of agricultural production, the condition of the forces of pro¬ 
duction, and the different levels of the ratios of production, 
were badly needed for the socialist transformation of agricul 
tiire; 

D. Our economic and natural resources had to be taken into 
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account to a much greater extent than in the past (raw material 
basis, density of population, etc.); 

E. More attention must be paid to gradualism, and greater 
elasticity must be shown in politics, more patience and consid¬ 
eration should be shown to the intelligentsia, the small bour¬ 
geoisie, and the peasants, who carry considerable weight in our 
society. 

Economic and political developments in the summer of 1953 
necessitated the initiation of the New Course: 

A. In the economic field we were faced with a completely 
hopeless situation. Main target figures in the economic plan 
were greatly exaggerated and impossible to meet. We had en¬ 
forced the fulfillment of heavy industrial plans to a much too 
great extent. The rate and proportions of developing heavy in¬ 
dustry were much higher than in countries that had more fav¬ 
orable conditions, and we had exceeded all the other People's 
Democracies in developing our heavy industry. Industry began 
to show a steady shortage of materials. The cjuality of products 
was deteriorating rapidly. Export difficulties became everyday 
phenomena, and foreign debts were rising steeply. Development 
of agricultural production had come to a standstill, and there 
was a danger of it going downhill altogether. The area of uncul¬ 
tivated land increased. The standard of living was deteriorating, 
and a further decrease became a certainty. The economic basis 
for the worker-peasant alliance had been shaken. Increasing dis¬ 
satisfaction could be observed in the ranks of the workers' class. 
The keeping and consolidation of political power as the princi¬ 
pal task facing the Party showed up in its full extent. 

R. Politically, we had skipped several stages of development 
through which the Soviet Union had passed. 

C. Faced with these specific conditions of our development, 
the Party should have done everything in its power to discuss 
the motives of its day-by-day policy with the membership, to 
teach the members how to form independent political opinions, 
to develop in the Party the practice of criticism coming from 
below, to realize the principle of collective leadership in all 
Party organs, and to apply consistently the Leninist principles 
of democratic centralism. Instead, the method of convincing by 
arguments was replaced by giving instructions. Criticisms and 
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objections on the basis of principles or justified concern were 
branded more often than not as the voice of the enemy or at 
least as a petty bourgeois lack of judgment. 

Economic difficulties piling up under such circumstances had 
to lead to the deterioration of the living standard, and conse¬ 
quently to a blow to confidence, to increasing mistrust, to the 
exaggeration of difficulties and the belittling of achievements. 

All this actually happened in the spring of 1953 and made it 
necessary that a turn be taken with the introduction of the New 
Course. 

The government program for carrying out the June resolu¬ 
tion was received with tremendous enthusiasm. The same en¬ 
thusiastic reception was given by the Party members and the 
working people to resolutions on the restoration of socialist le¬ 
gality, the enforcement of the principle of collective leadership, 
the extension of democratism, the greater assertion of criticism 
and self-criticism against dogmatism and schematism; on the 
struggle to be fought in the ideological and cultural fields; on 
a national cooperation resting on a wider basis; on the People's 
Front and the greater power given to local councils. All these 
resolutions were correct and necessary. Their correctness was 
proved by the unfolding political activity of the masses, by the 
flourishing of Party life, by the consolidation of the link be¬ 
tween the Party and the masses, by the sudden invigoration of 
criticism and self-criticism, by the consolidation of the worker- 
peasant alliance, and by the greater trust of the nonproletarian 
masses in the state of the workers' class. 

The freeing of the spirit of self-criticism and criticism brought 
about the inevitable consequence that the Party membership 
and the working masses themselves began to criticize the leader¬ 
ship. To a Communist, this should not have been a surprise: 
our Party has continuously emphasized that it was not afraid 
of frank criticism or self-criticism and was not worried that the 
enemy would try to take advantage of this. It was a mistake, 
however, that the Party did not give appropriate guidance to 
the extensive work of enlightenment and thus left the field open 
to counterpropaganda. 



chapter 8. 


The Objective Economic Low 
of Socialist Development 


I have expressed my views on the objective economic laws of 
socialist development, their functions and enforcement, as well 
as their peculiarities under specific Hungarian circumstances 
during the transition period in a lecture given at the Hungarian 
Academy of Science on May 26, 1953, entitled “Economic Prob¬ 
lems in the People's Democratic Countries During the Transi¬ 
tion from Capitalism to Socialism" and in several works, most 
of which have appeared in print. My views on the basic prin¬ 
ciples of scientific socialism, expressed in these works, have 
never been challenged from a factual and objective point of 
view, and no actual errors were pointed out by scientific analysis. 

Since the June resolution of the Central Committee, grave 
mistakes have been made, either unwittingly or deliberately, in 
the evaluation of the New Course's policy of “right-wing devia¬ 
tion" and connected errors in the political, economic, and cul¬ 
tural fields, errors that make the development of ideological 
activities and the scientific consideration of several decisive 
questions justified. This must be emphasized by the Party lead¬ 
ership all the more because the March and subsequent resolu¬ 
tions are not sufficiently supported by Marxist tenets. 

In theoretical consideration of the objective law w^e are con¬ 
fronted by two types of criticism. Both of them consider the 
problems from an erroneous basic concept, and their advocates, 
who are not competent to explain the principal foundation of 
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Party resolutions, pass “judgment.” Most of the time authors 
of such articles only display their theoretical confusion in these 
matters, so much so that by now it is impossible to tell what 
aspects of Party leadership they subscribe to and what they ob¬ 
ject to, or Avho is qualified to express the Party’s point of view 
and who is not, or what is Marxism and \vhat is deviation. 

Wrong criticism is based on two mistakes: 

A. The wrong evaluation of the transition period. The er¬ 
roneous view is that the objective economic laws of socialism 
can and must be fully enfoned in Hungary on the assumption 
that production forces and produc tion conditions are such that 
this is possible. The mistake is to (all for an economic policy 
that (OLild be realized only il the objective economic laws of so¬ 
cialism Avere fully in force. In other words a sharp contradic- 
tiem is created between the functioning of objective laws and 
the actual situation, specifically between theory and practice. 

B. The misleading presentation of the problem, where state¬ 
ments are quoted out of context, wliere correct views, whole 
articles, and statements arc ignened or correct statements be¬ 
come twisted, etc. 

These practices, inconsistent with the Party line and Party 
morals, are not aimed at the elaboration and support of correct 
Marxist tenets, but seek to justify the attitude of individual 
Party leaders at any cost and to add prestige to their decisions, 
even if this means the falsification of Marxism itself. 

Employing these methods, so (ontrary to tlie Party line, sev¬ 
eral articles have appeared (X)ncerning the functioning of ob¬ 
jective law\s, charging that my view^s were mistaken, that they 
were a distirrtion, or that they represented anti-Marxist right- 
wang deviation. 

Dealing with the basic economic laws of socialism, Istvan 
Foldes, completely disregarding the scientific objectivity neces¬ 
sary in analyzing and clarifying theoretical (]uestions or in criti¬ 
cizing opposing, possibly erroneous view\s, declared (in “Basic 
Economic Law^s of Socialism and Party Policy,” Szahad Nep, 
1955) that “the October 20, 1954, article by Imre Nagy and his 
speec h to the People’s Front Congress w^ere examples of dema¬ 
gogic interpretation of the basic law . . . from the narrow¬ 
minded point of view of the consumer.” Then he tried to prove 
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his point with a few lines of quotations, obviously picked out 
with the intent of falsification. Finally he stated that “this un¬ 
pardonable separation of the goal and the means, the false in¬ 
terpretation of the basic law, created the illusions that without 
special efforts, irrespective of achievements in the improvement 
and perfection of production, the living standards of the work¬ 
ers can be raised.” At another point of his article he added an¬ 
other, even more boorish lie to his “scientific” analysis, claiming 
that according to representatives of right-wing views (he does 
not say who, but obviously he refers to me) an increased en¬ 
forcement of the basic laws may be achieved through the neg¬ 
lect of industrial, particularly heavy industrial production and 
by the support of the small farmers. 

Foldes lied shamelessly: 

A. He is trying to prove my alleged right-wing, anti-Marxist 
deviation, displayed in the all-important matter of the basic 
economic law of socialism, on the basis of my October 20 article 
and my opening address to the statutory meeting of the People’s 
Front Congress. The purpose of my October 20 article was not 
the clarification of theoretic questions nor the analysis of the 
statutory development of socialism. Moreover, it dealt only with 
a few questions of our economic policy, questions that had 
arisen at the October meeting of the Central Committee. Con¬ 
sequently it cannot be regarded as a comprehensive analysis of 
the theoretical and practical problems of our economic policy 
in which all factors were to be considered and the principal 
questions reviewed. The purpose of the article was the same as 
that of the October Central Committee meeting: to readjust 
the ratios witliin the people’s economy that had become unbal¬ 
anced; to hasten and complete the reorganization of industrial 
production in accordance with the Central Committee’s June 
resolution and the Third Congress resolution in the interest of 
creating circumstances favorable for a balanced, planned, de¬ 
velopment: and to eliminate opposition which became increas¬ 
ingly violent, whether expressed openly or indirectly, against 
the Party and the state, and which endangered the realization 
of correct Party and government resolutions. 

B. If Foldes had really wanted to analyze anti-Marxist dis¬ 
tortion and right-wing deviation in this field from the scientific 
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Marxist point of view, he could have referred to my innumer¬ 
able articles, speeches, lectures, and studies, which have ap¬ 
peared in print and were therefore known to the public, and to 
Foldes too. In these he could have found ample material to 
prove the opposite of what he set out to prove in his article. 
It would be too lengthy to quote the pertinent material here. 
I only wish to refer to some of my speeches of the last two years, 
which would convince anyone of the falseness of Foldes' accusa¬ 
tions. One of these speeches was made at the Hungarian Acad¬ 
emy of Science on May 26, 1953. and also appeared in booklet 
form. The second speech was also delivered at the Hungarian 
Academy of Science on June 14, 1954, and dealt with the tasks 
facing Hungarian science. The third one, containing ample 
material on the subject raised by Foldes, was given to MAVAG 
in October, 1954. This should be sufficient (although there is 
more if required) to prove that I have not separated the two 
aspects of the basic economic laws of socialism, namely the aspect 
of the aim (raising the living standard) from the aspect of the 
means (development of production means on the basis of ex¬ 
panded production). I certainly did not keep repeating this in 
a parrotlike fashion, but whenever I was called upon to take a 
stand or to express my views, I did so. Up to May, 1954, the 
Foldes-type “theoreticians" never even thought of exposing 
these allegedly grave and dangerous deviations. But now they, 
too, join the ranks of the slanderers with their hastily drummed- 
up “theories." 

C. If the aim of Foldes had not been falsification, in which 
case writing his article would have been pointless, he could 
have found material answering his question even in my October 
20 article: “The road toward overcoming our temporary eco¬ 
nomic difficulties, and, beyond that, the road to building social¬ 
ism, does not call for the lowering of the working people’s living 
standards ... it calls for increased and expanded production 
and the reorganization of industry." Or: “An economic policy 
that does not aim at the stepping up of production and the de¬ 
velopment of means of production, at satisfying of the growing 
needs of the working people, would be in opposition to the 
main Party line." Again: “If we do not seek the solution in the 
direction of developing means of production the situation will 
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further deteriorate. . . . The curtailing and cutting down of 
the production forces is not part of socialist building.'' These 
few quotes alone prove beyond doubt that even in my October 
article I expressed the view that the development of the means 
of production and stepped-up production, including industry, 
heavy industry, and in fact our whole people's economy, was the 
primary goal. This in turn proves that I did not separate the 
two aspects of goal and means from each other; that I did not 
interpret the basic law from the narrow-minded point of view 
of the consumer; and that I did not represent the view that im¬ 
proved enforcement of the basic law may be achieved through 
neglect of industrial production, merely by the supporting of 
small farms—just as I did not try to create the illusion that the 
living standard of the working people can be raised without 
increased production. Every single statement made by Foldes is 
a slanderous falsification. 

Another article that appeared in the June 12, 1955, issue of 
Szabad Nep also deals with my alleged rightist deviation in the 
matter of the laws of proportionately planned economic devel¬ 
opment. Although the article was published without naming its 
authors, I learned that they were Lakos and Szabo. The title 
was “Regrouping the Forces of Our People’s Economy.” The 
authors charged me with the following rightist mistakes: 

A. In my June, 1953, speech I said that “we must modify the 
direction of development in our People's Democracy.” They 
claim that this is in opposition to the June resolution of the 
Party and the stand taken by the Congress, according to which 
“industrialization will continue to be the principal objective of 
the Party line.” The authors committed a crude mistake when 
they compared the principal Party line with the line of develop¬ 
ment of the People's Democracy. First of all, it must be estab¬ 
lished that the Party's main line is not industrialization, not the 
building of socialism which during the whole transition period 
is the strategic task of the Party. Further, the people’s economy 
includes industry, together with the heavy industry branch. 
Thus, development of the people's economy includes also the 
development of industry. Consequently, if we modify the direc¬ 
tion of development of our people’s economy, which is what I 
was talking about, it means nothing else but that: 
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—a. ratios within our people’s economy must be changed, 
which in itself means a change in the direction of development 
of our people’s economy, inasmuch as greater emphasis must be 
placed on the development of agriculture; 

—b. in the interest of proportionate, planned development, 
the course of industrial development must be modified, in order 
to readjust unbalanced production rates within industry through 
regrouping. Changing the course of development in our peo¬ 
ple’s economy and, within this modification, of industrial de¬ 
velopment, is not in contradiction to the policy of socialist in¬ 
dustrialization, which is the main objective of the Party. On the 
contrary, without such modification, without changing the in¬ 
correct course of development in our people’s economy—i.e., if 
we continued progiessing in the old direction—the building of 
socialism would come to a dead end. I must clearly state, in the 
face of the wrong argumentation and false conclusions of the 
authors, that the modification of the course of development of 
our people's economy does not at all mean the giving up of so¬ 
cialist industrialization. It merely means guiding it into the 
only correct direction as outlined by objective economic law. 
Instead of giving this interpretation to the modification of the 
course, the authors confuse the issues and play with words. At 
the same time they are also afraid of the “change of course” be¬ 
cause they embrace the wrong interpretation of the June Cen¬ 
tral Committee resolution and the government program, com¬ 
pletely underestimating their significance. According to them, 
only the excesses in the economic policy were to be eliminated, 
everything else could have gone on unchanged. But the Party 
resolutions decree that “the June Central Committee resolution 
basically modified the Party’s line,” that “the June resolution 
meant a turning point in the Party’s policy,” etc. The October, 
1953, Central Committee resolution stated that “the June 
plenary meeting of the Central Committee determined the po¬ 
litical and economic course of the transition from capitalism to 
socialism, applied to specific Hungarian conditions.” The auth¬ 
ors of the article falsify previous Party resolutions, using slan¬ 
derous statements, in an effort to provide additional proof of 
my alleged right-wing deviation. 

—c. It is no coincidence that the authors of the article, like 
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Foldes, seem to find proof of my right-wing deviation in my Oc¬ 
tober 20 article and my opening speech to the People's Front 
Congiess. In connection with the theoretical falsifications of 
Foldes, I analyzed the task and purpose of my October article 
and the speech to the People’s Front Congress. In connection 
with the I.akos-Szabo article I must add to my statements that 
they shamelessly falsify my October article when they write: 
'‘Comrade Imre Nagy formulated his views even more sharply 
in his Szabad Nep article of October, 1954, when he calls the 
idea that heavy industrial production must constantly increase 
absolutely wrong and intolerable.” In the article quoted I wrote 
the following: “The expanded P’ivc-Year Plan determined the 
excessive tempo of industrialization on the basis of the com¬ 
pletely wrong and intolerable concept that heavy industrial ex¬ 
pansion may not decrease from one year to the otljer, neither in 
absolute capacity nor in percental output, but must increase 
constantly.” What do I consider wrong and intolerable? The 
concept that the growth of heavy industry must be greater year 
after year, that is to say if, for instance, the growth of heavy in¬ 
dustry was 10 per cent last year, then it must be greater this year, 
even greater the year after, and so on, because one year’s growth 
cannot be smaller than that of the previous year. Thus it must 
not happen that if the growth was 10 per cent last year, it should 
be only 8 or 9 per cent this year. But this is absurd. The man 
who makes such a statement, and docs this with reference to 
Marxist economic principles, is a common charlatan and has no 
place in the field of economic science. I still hold this view, as 
it was formulated in my October 20 article. This is in no contra¬ 
diction to, on the contrary it is in complete accord with, Marx¬ 
ist teachings on the relationship between the first and second 
classes and the primacy of the development of the first class. 

The Lakos-Szabo team have a good sense of humor. With fake 
indignation they write: “We are confronted ivifh a complete 
disregard for heavy industry [underscored by the authors] in 
his speech to the Patriotic People’s Front Congress . . .” Here 
it is the grave charge, the dangerous right-wing deviation: At 
the opening session of the Patriotic People’s Front Congress I 
completely disregarded the question of heavy industry. As if 
the People’s Front Congress had been called only to discuss the 
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principal and practical tasks of the development of heavy indus* 
try! By the same token they could challenge me for not stating 
my stand on the primary importance of the development of 
heavy industry at the Third Party Congress, either in my open¬ 
ing speech, or in the presentation on state administration, or 
in the discourse on the duties of councils, or in the course of my 
speech to young voters at the meeting organized by the Commu¬ 
nist Youth League, etc. It would have involved less effort for the 
authors if, instead of making up all these lies, they had searched 
out my works, in which they would have found the correct an- 
sw^ers to all their charges. 

—d. I do not consider it worth while to deal with the utterly 
absurd charges made in connection with regrouping of eco¬ 
nomic efforts, for instance the charge that I considered the re¬ 
grouping as a sort of panacea, etc. However, there are two mat¬ 
ters I must mention. One of them is the statement in the 
Lakos-Szabo article: “it is not a matter ... of returning to the 
pre-1953 situation. This is completely out of the question. We 
do not w^ant to commit and shall not again commit the same 
mistakes that were revealed by the June resolution of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee.” I completely agree with this. But in direct 
contradiction to this statement are the ones I mentioned before. 
The whole “theoretical” concept propounded by the authors 
proves that they have returned to the wTong views of the pre- 
June period. They criticize my stand not from the point of view 
of the June resolution, but from a point of view based on the 
erroneous old political line, or at least they made a concession 
in that direction. This is supported by their statement that the 
process of regrouping has actually been successfully completed. 
When was it completed? Certainly not by early 1955! The 1955 
yearly plan still called for big efforts in the field of regrouping. 
The claim that it has been completed means that efforts toward 
the implementation of the June resolution should be aban¬ 
doned, and that one should indulge in a sense of accomplish¬ 
ment, pretending that mistakes have been righted, and then 
quietly continue the course of the pre-June period. Thus, de¬ 
spite all their protestations, Lakos and Szabo must have noticed 
that they reverted to the old line, but even if they did not no- 
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tice it, the fact remains unchanged. At the same time they ac¬ 
cuse me of having distorted the June resolutions. 

B. The second matter I must mention is the following; Lakos- 
Szabo write in their article that “Comrade Imre Nagy ... us¬ 
ing the excuse of regrouping, wanted to stop the construction 
of the coke and ore preparing works at Sztalinvaros, the ore re¬ 
finery of Rudabanya, the cement works at Labatlan, and the 
aluminum factory at Ajka, despite the fact that these works are 
based on the utilization of our domestic raw material resources 
and their operations would improve the material basis of our 
whole industry, and they are therefore of tremendous impor¬ 
tance to our further progress.Each statement is a shameless 
lie. It is the most elementary requirement that those who make 
such charges should be able to prove them. As long as they are 
not able to prove their charges, I consider these blatant lies and 
their perpetrators common character assassins. I do not know 
whether they were forced into this despicable role or whether 
they assumed it voluntarily (in the final analysis that makes no 
actual difference). The fact is that by doing so they are trying 
to help the “left-wing” deviationists, who have a guilty con¬ 
science because of the criminal neglect of industry based on 
domestic raw materials. The authors of the article try to help 
them by charging me with their crimes. An old and dirty trick. 

But they want more than that. It is not only a matter of em¬ 
barrassing me. Using cheap demagogy, they are trying to deceive 
the public, creating the impressions that the June policy is di¬ 
rected against industrial progress and that it would involve the 
deliberate obstruction of development in the most promising 
branches of heavy industry by neglecting the utilization of the 
economic and natural resources of the country. This charge is 
justified against the Rakosi-Gero leadership, which not only be¬ 
fore 1953, but even during the New Course, followed a policy 
of such aims, steering our whole people’s economy, particularly 
our industry and agriculture, toward a course of reduced pro¬ 
duction. 

The authors of the article say I wanted to “stop the con¬ 
struction” of the above-mentioned works. However, they do not 
say why I failed in my endeavor, or who were the vigilantes who 
stopped me. This is in sharp contradiction to the oft-repeated 
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charges that I was able to commit every mistake, caused all the 
trouble, and was able to realize all my vile intentions, despite 
the efforts of the Party and the government. Were they able to 
stop me in this one respect? Lakos and Szabo are confused in 
the maze of their own lies. 



Chapter 9. Socialist Expanded Secondary Production 


Marx stated that social production and total output are divided 
into two categories. At the same time he pointed to the interde¬ 
pendence between tlie two categories and the necessity of a 
proper ratio between them. 

(in the subject of expanded secondary production, Marx 
pointed to tlie changes that occur in the process of accumula¬ 
tion. Accumulation is the only source of expanded secondary 
production. Accumulation, on the other hand, is possible only 
if that part of the net income which will satisfy the demands 
for production means and power shows up in its basic form. 

Expanding secondary production, as contrasted with simple 
secondary production, presupposes that the whole net profit of 
society is not poured into the consumer stock. Part of the in¬ 
come is used for the expansion of the basic production, that is 
to say, for productive consumption. 

Lenin pointed out the definite connection between technical 
progress, organic growth of capital, and socialist expanded sec¬ 
ondary production. At the same time, according to Marxist 
classicists, technical progress, the organic growth of capital, re¬ 
quire primacy for the production of production means. Conse¬ 
quently socialist expanded secondary production is generally 
based on increased output of production means, in harmony 
with the requirements of the basic economic law of socialism 
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and the laws of the planned, systematic development of the 
people’s economy. In other words the process of socialist ex¬ 
panded secondary production is dependent upon the maximum 
satisfaction of the constantly growing material and cultural de¬ 
mands of the whole society. 

Thus it is obviously true that the Marxist-Leninist precept on 
the primacy of production means output, and applies to the so¬ 
cialist system too. However, this undoubtedly correct and gen¬ 
eral principle must be related to the basic economic laws of the 
given social order and the method of production: in the capital¬ 
ist system with the economic laws of the pursuit of maximal 
capital gains, in the socialist system with the economic law of 
satisfying the material and cidtural requirements of the society. 
However, we must not overlook the difference and the connec¬ 
tion between the aim as set up in the basic law and the means 
serving the accomplishment of this aim. Since the aim can be 
accomplished only through the methods determined by the 
basic law, it follows that the means must be given primacy. This 
primacy, however, means that, under the socialist system, the 
improvement and development of production, based on the 
most progressive technical methods, does not become one-sided 
and does not lose sight of its ultimate goal—the best possible 
satisfaction of material and cultural needs. 

In a socialist society, when determining the tempo of eco¬ 
nomic development and the ratio between the various economic 
branches, the proportion between production and consumption 
and between consumption and stockpiling must be in harmony 
with the requirements of the basic economic law of socialism, 
guaranteeing a gradual advance of society. In the planned man¬ 
agement of the socialist people’s economy, a basic requirement 
is a direct proportion between the two categories of social pro¬ 
duction—between the production of consumer goods and the 
output of means of production. Progress and development of 
society depend upon the correct solution of this problem. 

This basic and general Marxist-Leninist precept is valid also 
in the transition period from capitalism to socialism. However, 
the complicated circumstances of the society and the people’s 
economy must be taken into consideration at a time when, al- 
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though in differing degree and manner, the laws of both capital¬ 
ism and socialism have an influence. Furthermore, the pecu¬ 
liarities and the economic, political and cultural standards of 
the country in question must also be taken into account. 

Development in a socialist society is not spontaneous; devel¬ 
opment loses its cyclical character (as in capitalism), and there 
are no crises. This means that in a socialist system there are no 
class differences and, at the same time, the conflict between pro¬ 
duction, consumption, and stockpiling is eliminated. Socialist 
expanding secondary production is characterized by a general 
prosperity, which extends to every branch of social production. 
However, even in a socialist society, this can be accomplished 
only if the objective economic laws are observed. The stepped- 
up growth of the first category, that of the production of the 
means of jnoduction and, within this, the very heart of heavy 
industry, i.e., the manufacture of machines, is directly con¬ 
nected with the laws of planned systematic development. To 
disregard this means that the development of the first category, 
primarily that of heavy industry, is placed under other economic 
laws, and this leads to the violation of the scientific ratios neces¬ 
sary to the smooth operation of secondary production. It means 
the introduction of voluntary adjustments into the policy of 
economics, which is incompatible with Marxist-Lcninist tenets 
and leads to a break with the basic laws of socialism. 

A disproportion between the first and second categories arises 
if the products of the second category are not sufficient to cover 
the needs of the population, that is to say if the second category 
develops more slowly than objectively possible and necessary, 
resulting in a lowering of living standards. This is what hap¬ 
pened in our country between 1950 and i953> due to the exces¬ 
sive development of the first category, and the June resolution 
and government measures were aimed at changing this situa¬ 
tion. This was the basic purpose and theoretical justification of 
the economic policy introduced in June. 

In periods of industrialization, and generally in times when 
the people's economy must adopt a new technique, develop¬ 
ment of the first category must exceed that of the second cate¬ 
gory, but only to a degree that does not upset the economic ra¬ 
tios necessary for expanded secondary production, which will 
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assure the supply of the quantity of consumer goods required 
under the basic law of socialism for the constant raising of liv¬ 
ing standards. The proportion and tempo of heavy industrial 
development must not exceed this framework. If this is disre¬ 
garded, the development of heavy industry will lessen the possi¬ 
bility of raising living standards, which leads to serious viola¬ 
tion of the basic law. 

Under socialist conditions it is inadmissible that the absolute 
and relative growth of social total output be based almost ex¬ 
clusively on the production of production means while growth 
of consumer goods production is at a standstill or moves at an 
extremely slow pace. In other words it is inadmissible that a 
numerically growing population should be forced to satisfy its 
needs at an unchanged or even declining level, as happened in 
this country between 1919 and 1953. It is a recognized fact that 
despite the immense growth of production living standards 
dropped between 1949 and 1953. To narrow down the concept 
of production to the producing of production means, serving the 
output of production means, is nothing but the vulgarization 
or even falsification of Marxist-Leninist tenets. 

The primacy of the production of production means cannot 
be “indej^endent” of consumption. This is demonstrated by the 
fact that we have raised heavy and machine-industry production 
to five to seven times the prewar level without correspond¬ 
ingly raising the living standards of the workers, and without 
utilizing this tremendously increased production for the welfare 
of the workers. Such self-contained production does not and 
cannot have a place in a socialist society, because such a produc¬ 
tion method is incompatible with Marxist-Leninist doctrine 
and the economic laws of socialism. If in this respect anyone 
“deviated” from Marxist-Leninist tenets, it was not I but those 
who, although constantly referring to and quoting from Lenin, 
actually seek to cover up their anti-Marxist views by revising 
the Leninist stand. These “left-wing” elements want to take up 
where they left off in i9r>3, and as recent developments indicate, 
they actually do so. This is also indicated by the division of 
expenditures under the current 1955 budget. Of the 9 billion 
forints earmarked for industrial investments, only 780 million 
forints, a mere 8.7 per cent, is allotted to the consumer goods 
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industries, while 3.6 billion forints go to heavy industry. In 1954, 
3.6 billion forints went to agriculture, while in 1955 the amount 
is only 2.3 billion forints, only two-thirds of last year's. And of 
this, only approximately 400 million forints will go to the in¬ 
dividually working peasants who farm nearly 70 percent of the 
agricultural land of the country and produce the great majority 
of agricultural produce. 71 ie interpretation of “primacy” in this 
manner is wrong, because it is bound to lead to a lowering of 
living standards and involves the vulgarization of Lenin's teach¬ 
ings. Thus in the case of proper interpretation of the Lenin 
tenets there is no “right-wing” deviation. On the contrary, the 
vulgarization of Lenin’s teachings is a “left-wing” deviation. 

The production of production means, the primary of heavy 
industrial development as a socialist economic law, cannot be 
placed above the other economic laws, and its implementation 
is not independent of time and space. Heavy industrial devel¬ 
opment must be carried out with full consideration of the spe¬ 
cific characteristics of the individual socialist countries and in 
harmony with the economic development of other countries 
within the socialist camp, not disregarding the peaceful coexist¬ 
ence of the two systems, of the capitalist and socialist world mar¬ 
kets, and the relationships of international division of labor- 
in other words all the internal and external factors of socialist 
buildings. 

The primacy of lieavy industrial development as an economic 
law of socialism does not exclude the possibility that during a 
certain transition period, when the economic ratios required 
by expanded reproduction became unbalanced for some rea¬ 
son, leading to the violation of the basic law, the growth of the 
second category is quickened. Moreover, if from the point of 
view of the basic law this becomes necessary, then the produc¬ 
tion of the second category is increased more rapidly than that 
of the first category. Consequently there may be transition pe¬ 
riods when the increased development of the second category 
becomes the prerequisite of the further development of heavy 
industry. This was the situation in the summer of 1953, and this 
was the basis of the economic policy of the New Course. There¬ 
fore the more extensive development of the second category as 
compared with that of the first category, at a certain period of 
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time, does not mean a right-wing deviation, but the application 
of Marxist-Leninist teachings under given circumstances, when 
the objective economic law, primarily the basic law, make this 
necessary. 

The question is merely whether such a situation existed in 
our country in the summer of 1953. According to the June Cen¬ 
tral Committee resolution, it did. Marxist-Leninist teachings 
are not limited to the essentially correct views of giving primacy 
to the first category and demanding for it a more rapid growth 
than that of the second category, but establish the fact that un¬ 
der the socialist basic law the tempo of the second category's 
development may be similar, even greater than that of heavy 
industry during the period necessary to correct the disrupted 
balance of the economic ratios. Those who fail to recognize this, 
branding such a course right-wing deviation, are falsifying 
Marxist-Leninist teachings and leveling unfounded accusations. 
The same mistake is committed by those who claimed that the 
increased pace of second category production during the twenty 
months beginning June, 1953, theoretically absolutely correct 
and justified and necessitated by practical requirements, indi¬ 
cated an underestimation of the importance of heavy industrial 
development, in violation of the principal interests of the na¬ 
tion. This statement, which only seeks to justify and defend the 
excessive heavy industrial development pursued during the first 
three years of the First Five-Year Plan, is essentially an attack on 
the June resolution of the Central Committee. 

The question must be raised: What was the decisive, princi¬ 
pal task of the economic policy during the New Course after the 
June, 1953, period? Was it guaranteeing the primacy of heavy 
industrial production, excessively pursued up to June, 1953, or 
was it the correction of the grave discrepancies caused by the 
very emphasis on the excessive development of heavy industry, 
which had inflicted such serious damage on the whole people's 
economy and on the working masses by the modification of de¬ 
velopment rates between the first and second categories and by 
a cut in heavy industrial development? The Party resolutions 
unanimously endorsed the second view. This correct attitude is 
labeled by the March resolution of the Central Committee and 
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the many articles dealing with the subject as opportunist right- 
wing deviation. 

The March, 1955, Central Committee resolution states: 

Recently there has been a growing tendency to right-wing, 
opportunist deviation from the correct Party line in matters 
concerning socialist industrialization. 

The right-wing, anti-Marxist deviation in this field is demon¬ 
strated in the following manner: there have been efforts toward 
the frustration of socialist industrialization, and views have been 
expressed denying the necessity of the constant development of 
heavy industry. Should the right-wing, oj)portunist policy, op¬ 
posing the main Party line, become victorious, our country 
would ultimately be pushed into the ranks of the backward 
nations. 

Although the charge is not leveled against me personally— 
and I do not take it personally—I consider it necessary to express 
my views in order to avoid misunderstandings. 

I have never held or propounded views denying the necessity 
of the constant development of heavy industry, unless it is 
claimed that the government measures taken in the spirit of the 
June resolution concerning the cut of heavy industrial invest¬ 
ments and a certain slowing down of heavy industrial develop¬ 
ment, plus the regrouping of production and in the course of this 
the modification of the ratio between the first and second cate¬ 
gories, can be construed as a denial on my part of the necessity 
of constant heavy industrial development. 

For a year and a half resolutions of Party leadership charged 
that we continued the excessive development of heavy industry 
instead of cutting it down, and that the tasks outlined by the 
June resolution of the Central Committee were not carried out 
vigorously enough in the fields of investments, industrial re¬ 
grouping, and the further cutback of heavy industrial ratio. 

The government activities, concurring with the Party resolu¬ 
tions, were not in contrast to the necessity of the constant de¬ 
velopment of heavy industry. But they were in contrast to the 
excessive development of heavy industry of the period preced¬ 
ing the June resolution, and also in contrast to aspirations and 
views advocating the development of heavy industry in the old 
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manner, disregarding the objective economic laws, and above 
all the requirements of the basic law of socialism, which were 
violated by the industrial development policy of the pre-June 
period. These aspects must be considered when seeking to de¬ 
termine what is the Marxist-Leninist point of view and what is 
right-wing deviation under the given circumstances. After years 
of excessive development of heavy industry its slowing down 
and the stepping up of consumer goods production cannot be 
called right-wing deviation. 

The June resolution called for far-reaching measures for 
the slowing down of excessive heavy industrial development, 
which involved the elimination of several large-scale invest¬ 
ments and the reorganization of heavy industrial production. 
A review of the Central Committee’s June resolution and the 
tasks outlined by it show that we have done far less than was 
required by the resolution in the field of cutting down excessive 
heavy industrial development and the reorganization of pro¬ 
duction. This was stated by the October, 1953, Central Com¬ 
mittee resolution, the Third Party Congress, and again by the 
October, 1954, Central Committee resolution. The incorrect 
opinion, which we encounter in so many articles, studies and 
even Party resolution, and which labels the slowing down of 
heavy industrial development as a right-wing deviation, is due 
to a great extent to the fact that the Party membership, the 
masses, and the scientific institutions are even now unfamiliar 
with the full text of the June, 1953, Central Committee resolu¬ 
tion, which exposes the mistakes and outlines the new tasks. 
The June resolution reached the public through government 
statements, and since the Party was silent, the sharp turn that 
we had to take was given from the very beginning a double 
interpretation, which contributed to the impression that there 
were contradictions between Party and government policies. 
At present this is sharply expressed in the views that the June 
resolution was distorted in the course of its implementation by 
the government, meaning by Imre Nagy, without, however, 
defining the character of the distortion but keeping it in very 
general terms. Charges are clad in meaningless cliches, such as 
“right-wing opportunist policy” and “opposing the Party line” 
without an exact definition of its nature. Such “general” accusa- 
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lions are not born out of coincidence. The fact is that these 
accusations cannot be substantiated with theoretically solid 
ar^unlents, because they are not founded on truth. This is all 
the more so because the subjects in question have not been 
analyzed scientifically and especially not with regard to their 
application to specific Hungarian conditions. This is the source 
of the practice, so alien to the Marxist spirit, of not drawing 
theoretical conclusions on the basis of scientific analysis, but 
to fit preconceived statements. Those engaged in such practices 
make a mockery of Marxist-Leninist teachings, at the same time 
claiming the right of hailing their most absurd views as the 
only correct Marxist interpretation. And as the only (self-styled) 
rightful interpreters of Marxism, they reject and brand as 
right-wing deviation any opinion or view that does not concur 
with their own. 

In their theoretical considerations they also violate basic 
scientific methods. Speaking of the speedier development of 
the first category, they violate the Marxist-Leninist principle of 
the historic approach. When invoking the example of the Soviet 
Union or referring to Lenin’s works, they disregard the changes 
that arose in historic development and level of economic 
standards. Their arguments in sup])()rt of the necessity of 
step|3ed-up development of heavy industry in the present are 
based on conditions that prevailed in the Soviet Union some 
thirty to forty years ago or can be found in the works of l.enin. 

The view, arising from ignorance or superficial considera¬ 
tions, identifying the first category with heavy industry is the 
source of grave mistakes. Although heavy industry is the main 
producer of production means, such an identification distracts 
attention from the role of heavy industry in the field of con¬ 
sumer demands and obscures the fact that Category I means 
not only heavy industrial but also agricultural and light in¬ 
dustrial products. 

Foreign trade is an important factor in Hungary in the 
determination of the proper proportion between the first and 
second categories. Only in a completely self-sufficient country can 
the law of proportionate development assert itself without 
foreign trade. Since the law of proportionate development re¬ 
quires not just any proportions but those outlined by the basic 
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law, they can be created without foreign trade only under ex¬ 
ceptional circumstances in a very large country, possessing 
varied natural resources and versatile climate and soil condi¬ 
tions. 

Stepped-up industrialization increased the demand for im¬ 
ports, not only in raw materials but also in goods required for 
heavy industrial investments. The construction of huge plants 
demanded the importation of large cjuantities of machines, in¬ 
struments, etc. In 1953 the goods imported for investment pur¬ 
poses amounted to 25 per cent of total imports. These 
circumstances resulted in the fact that, although our foreign 
trade increased considerably, certain discrepancies arose in the 
composition of our exports and imports. 

llie drop in agricultural production affected our foreign 
traefe all the more seriously because our industry was not al¬ 
ways able to keep up with export requirements. This was 
primarily due to the fact that we did not pay enough attention 
to technological improvements. The poor quality of our in¬ 
dustrial goods was often a brake on their export possibilities. 

An increase of our industrial, particularly heavy industrial, 
exports and the finding of the proper types of goods are all the 
more important because the further growth of our heavy in¬ 
dustrial prc^duction necessitates the import of heavy industrial 
raw materials in greater quantities. 

It is worth while to deal with the question of how the Soviet 
comrades acted and criticized, and what statements they made 
and what advice they gave concerning the statements of the 
June Central Committee resolution on the development of 
heavy industry, the relationship between Categories I and II, 
and cjn mistakes of the past and tasks of the future. 

In June, 1953 in Moscow, during a conversation preceding 
the Central Committee meeting, Comrade Mikoyan made the 
following statements concerning our economic planning and 
industrialization policy: 

The matter of economic planning shows a certain adventurous 
spirit, particularly the excessive development of your own iron 
smelting industry. Hungary has no iron ore, nor coke. All this 
must be imported. No one in Hungary has figured out yet ex- 
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actly the price of a ton of iron ore and steel in Hungary. Hungary 
is building foundries for which no one has yet promised to supply 
the ore. In 1952, for instance, there was a shortage of 700,000 
tons of coke. There is also extravagance in the field of certain 
investments. 

Early in 195/I, at a Moscow conference. Comrade Kaganovich 
made tlie following statement concerning our economic policy: 

Earlier mistakes in the economic policy have not yet been 
completely corrected. The proportion between the heavy and 
light industries is almost the same as in the past. You wanted to 
build socialism, on which we have been working for thirty-five years, 
too rapidly. The situation is entirely different in Russia than it 
is in Hungary, and you do not want to face this fact. The situa¬ 
tion must be changed more profoundly. 

Resolutions of the Twelfth Congress of the Russian Com¬ 
munist (Bolshevik) Party on industrialization, the relationship 
between industry and agriculture, industrial stockpiling, and 
expanded reproduction state the following: 

Under the general economic construction of our country the 
rebirth of nationalized industry will necessarily depend to a 
great extent on the development of agriculture, because before in¬ 
dustry can take a big step forward a necessary rotating fund must 
be created in agriculture, through an agricultural surplus in excess 
of the village requirements. However, it is equally important that 
nationalized industry should not stay behind agriculture, in which 
case a sizable privately owned industry would develop, which at 
the end would swallow up nationalized industry. 

An industry can be successful only if it yields more than it 
consumes. An industry that is maintained at the cost of the 
budget, that is to say at the cost of agriculture, could not form 
a solid and permanent basis for proletarian dictatorship. The 
production of surplus values in nationalized industry is the key 
issue in the fate of Soviet power, i.e., in the fate of proletarian 
dictatorship. 

Expanded reproduction by nationalized industry, which is 
unthinkable without a state accumulation of value surplus, is the 
prerequisite for our agricultural development in the socialist 
direction instead of in the capitalist direction. 
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For many years I myself have expressed my views in these 
matters. Now I limit myself to the most important statements: 

Consequently the reconstruction of industry and agricul¬ 
ture must progress in parallel fashion, supplementing each 
other. If we neglected either one or the other, or supported one 
at the cost of the other, we would thereby undermine the eco¬ 
nomic foundation of the Hungarian democracy. 

It is beyond doubt that we can talk of the development of 
production in both essential branches of our national economy 
when more than the used-up production forces is produced, 
and not a simple reproduction process is followed, in which case 
we could only speak of stagnation. Rut only if surplus pro¬ 
duction forces (capital, machinery, etc.) arc produced (by the 
method of expanclcd secondary production) and poured back 
into production result in progress can wc talk of progress. 

The above will convince every objective judge that in matters 
of expanded reproduction, the relationsliip and proportion 
between Categories I and II, primacy of production of produc¬ 
tion means and the development of heavy industry, I have taken 
the correct Marxist-Lcninist stand. (V)nsequcntly all charges 
of right-wing deviation and distortion of the Party line are 
completely unfounded. 

Wc will reach the same conclusion if wc compare my views 
with the statements and advice given by the Soviet comrades. It 
may be found that they are in complete accord. If in the course 
of the implementation of these principles there was any dis¬ 
tortion at all, it coidd only mean that, due to the resistance put 
up by the Party apparatus and leading economic agencies, we 
were unalde to realize these principles fully, as a result of 
which the country suffered considerable damage. 

The "distortion” as interpreted by recent Party resolutions 
and the press refers to an excessive cutback of heavy industrial 
development. In other words, in cutting back and regrouping 
we have allegedly exceeded the limit set by the requirements 
of a proportionate planned development and guaranteeing the 
people’s economic necessities of an expanded socialist repro¬ 
duction. Quite the contrary is the case. We did not do that, 
because of the resistance because we could not even reacli the 
limits set by the requirements of the olqective economic laws. 



ON COMMUNISM 


109 


With the March resolution the danger arose that the further 
development of Hungarian industry will be determined without 
changing the existing proportions, and with disregard of the 
serious lesson derived from the industrialization policy of the 
pre-June period, in other words it will be continued where it was 
left off in June. A great many facts already support this state¬ 
ment. 

Now let us take a look at the problem of expanded reproduc¬ 
tion in the peasant farms. The March resolution states: 

Bourgeois theories, long ago destroyed by Marxist tenets, have 
been revived and even printed in certain technical magazines, 
according to which the simple commodity-producing peasant 
farms in the People’s Democracy are characterized by the method 
of expanded secondary {)roduction. Based on this and other false 
concepts, there were some who challenged the commanding 
necessity of the socialist reorganization of agriculture and set out 
to destroy the kolkhoz movement. . . . 

1 he incorrect views concerning the exj)anded secondary pro¬ 
duction system of the small peasant farms not only serve the 
slowing down of the socialist reorganization of agricidture, but 
also disi upt the friendly relations between the kolkhoz members 
and the independently working peasants. 

There is no need to deal with correct or incorrect views of 
others, but I consider it necessary to make my own position 
clear, even though the charges are not leveled directly against 
me. Since generalizations may be interpreted in any way de¬ 
sired, I wish to avoid the possibility tliat my silence on this 
matter be construed as a desire to avoid the issue. It is not dif¬ 
ficult tcj give an answer because I have made my position clear 
on various occasions. Of these I quote: 

On the disintegrating small farms, accumulation, if any, is 
much smaller than it used to be on the large holdings, and a 
single poor year is sufficient to reduce to nothing the accumula¬ 
tions of several years. We can hardly speak of expanded secondary 
production in the case of small peasant farms, which form the 
basis of our present agricultural production. It cannot be said 
that there is absolutely no expanded secondary production be¬ 
cause this would mean overlooking the fact that some agricul- 



110 


MRE NAGY 


tural sectors do show good progress. Yet this type of expanded 
secondary production is of a very low level, and aside from a 
certain progress of production forces is mainly based on more 
labor, particularly in the case of new farmers. 

Can we allow our agriculture to remain at this stage? No. 

Therefore it is imperative that in our reconstruction plan we 
strive to provide the decisive factors of development, the pos¬ 
sibilities for expanded secondary production and capital accumu¬ 
lation. For this purpose we must place great emphasis on those 
economic “levers" that will aid us in our efforts to induce agricul¬ 
ture to take that course. 

The stand taken by the Politburo is reflected by the follow¬ 
ing statement, made in May, 1954: 

In connection with agricultural development, or rather the 
mobilization of the reserves present in the independently oper¬ 
ated small and middle-sized peasant farms, the question was 
raised whether the middle-sized peasant farms, but particularly 
the small farms, were capable of expanded reproduction. 

The Politburo believes that during the present stage of develop¬ 
ment in the Hungarian People’s Democracy, middle-sized and 
even small peasant farms are capable of expanded secondary 
production within certain limitations, because the extensive sup¬ 
port granted by the socialist state, the elimination of the capital¬ 
istic exploitation of old times, as well as the guarantee of a 
certain market for farmers’ produce, provide the necessary favor¬ 
able conditions. 

During the pre-1953 years the Party’s agrarian policy came into 
conflict with Marxist-Leninist teachings, which emphasize that a 
cooperation between the kolkhozes and individually farming 
peasants is necessary and that they must not be pitted against each 
other. Lenin spoke repeatedly and with great emphasis about as¬ 
sistance to be granted to individually working farmers, about how 
to help increase the yield of small and middle-sized farms and 
about the methods by which machine stations can assist the peas¬ 
ants with machines and other means. In our country exactly the 
opposite happened, due to the extreme “left-wing’’ agrarian pol¬ 
icy. In 1949 the machine stations performed 51 per cent of all 
mechanical work for the independently farming peasants (calcu- 
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lated on the basis of regular acres) but in 1952, when the number 
of tractors was nearly three times the 1949 figure, only 1.3 per 
cent of mechanized work was done on independent farms. 

Under these circumstances the produce yield of peasant farms 
could not increase, the soil became depleted because, due to 
the uncertainty, peasants did not fertilize it and it is small won¬ 
der that under such conditions the peasants not only failed to 
apply expanded secondary production methods but had very 
limited possibilities even for simple production. However, the 
reasons for this must not be sought in the independent peasant 
farms, or in their production methods, or even in their short¬ 
comings, but must be attributed to the wrong agricultural pol¬ 
icy of the government. The “left-wing"' deviationists conclude, 
on the basis of their own faulty policy, tliat peasant farms are 
incapable of expanded secondary production, even within limi¬ 
tations. Indeed, they go so far as to replace the political eco¬ 
nomic concept of expanded secondary production with the 
meaningless expression “production reserve," which is nothing 
else but the vulgarization of Marxist-Leninist tenets, a “scien¬ 
tific cowardice." 

The question must be approached in the following manner: 
Will the People’s Democracy truly support the small peasant 
farms, in which case there is a possibility for them to expand 
production witliin a certain limitation, or will this support be 
given in mere words, as is the practice of “left-wing" extremists, 
while in reality they curtail small peasant farm production, 
thus eliminating all chance for expanded secondary production? 
The first course is in accordance with Leninist policy, the latter 
is in direct contradiction, from a theoretical as well as a practi¬ 
cal point of view, to Marxist-Leninist teachings. 

Marx states in the first volume of his Capital that “in the 
most varied social and economic formations not only simple sec¬ 
ondary production takes place, but also expanded secondary 
production, even though to different extents. Increasingly more 
is produced and more consumed, consequently more products 
must be converted to production means." 

In this instance Marx referred also to the independently 
farming peasants, and if we consider that at present at least 70 
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per cent of the total agricultural output is supplied by the inde¬ 
pendently working peasants, it becomes quite clear that Marx, 
though fully conscious of the limited possibilities of expanded 
secondary production within the peasant farming system, did 
not deny its possibilities. 

The March, 1955, resolution speaks, either by mistake or de¬ 
liberately, but in any case in a misleading manner, of “simple 
goods-producing peasant farms,*’ and states that expanded sec¬ 
ondary production is not characteristic of these. But who ever 
did say that expanded secondary production was characteristic 
of the simple goods-producing peasant farms? Such a statement 
could not be considered anything but extremely stupid. 



chapter 10. Productivity of Labor and 

Reduction of Production Cost 


In a social society the part of the national income used for 
accumulation is of decisive importance for the development of 
the people’s economy. There are two ways to increase the na¬ 
tional income: one is the increase of labor used for production, 
the other is greater productivity. The rapid progress of the lat¬ 
ter is accomplished mainly by better teclinical methods, which 
is part of the law of planned, proportionate development and 
the increase of Category I output, with due consideration to 
the requirements of the basic law of socialism. This means that 
the ratios and relationship between Categories I and II of social 
production have a decisive bearing on the shaping of labor pro¬ 
ductivity. Marxist classics have come to the scientifically sup¬ 
ported conclusion that the increase of labor productivity may be 
assured most effectively through a more rapid development of 
Category I, although it is not the only factor to be considered. 

Marxist-Leninist theories place great emphasis on labor pro¬ 
ductivity in the process of secondary production. Lenin said: 

The new technique of large-scale production, introduced by 
socialist industry, greatly promotes socialist development also in 
the field of agricultural labor productivity. For labor productiv¬ 
ity is the most important, decisive factor in the success of the new 
social order. Capitalism created a type of productivity that was 
unknown under the feudal system. Capitalism can be and shall 
be permanently vanquished by the introduction of a higher level 
of productivity of socialist labor. 
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The March, 1955, Central Committee resolution refers in 
two instances to right-wing views in the matter of labor produc¬ 
tivity. In one instance it deals with the issue in general terms: 

Concerning socialist industrialization, right-wing views are 
evidenced not only by the fact that their advocates reject the 
primacy of heavy industrial development, but also by their tend¬ 
ency to belittle the role and significance of increased production 
and productivity and that of reduced production cost. This is 
dangerous demagogy and deception of the people. 

As we see, here again appears the already refuted charge of 
denying the primary importance of heavy industrial develop¬ 
ment. And based on this unfounded statement comes the charge 
of '‘belittling the significance of greater productivity and re¬ 
duced production cost." In the other instance the charge is 
leveled against me personally: 

Disregarding this basic tenet of Leninist teachings, Comrade 
Imre Nagy committed the mistake of overlooking this most im¬ 
portant issue in the matter of socialist victory, namely the neces¬ 
sity of systematic increase of productivity without which the 
country is unable to create a strong and flourishing industry, and 
without which all promises of higher living standards for the 
workers become unfounded and empty and result in the decep¬ 
tion of the people. 

These statements would be correct if they were based on 
truth. To prove how unjust the criticism is I wish to quote a 
few passages from my speeches in which I dealt with the theoret¬ 
ical and practical sides of the issue. On June 14, 1954, in a 
speech given at the Hungarian Academy of Science, I said the 
following about labor productivity: 

The Marxist science of economics has the great and important 
task of analyzing the matter of productivity of social labor and its 
everyday, practical application in the building of socialism. Vul¬ 
garization and generalization must be countered with scien¬ 
tific analysis of the question. Without this the cut of production 
cost and our efforts toward profitable production, the central 
issues of our economic policy, can achieve only a half-success. 
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Marxist-Leninist classics attributed extreme importance to the 
matter of social labor productivity. According to Lenin this is 
the most important issue for the victory of the new social order. 

And Stalin says: 

Why can, must, and will the socialist economy defeat the capital¬ 
ist system? Because it can introduce higher working standards 
and can result in higher labor productivity than the capitalist 
system. Because it is able to give more goods to society, thereby 
making it wealthier than the capitalist economic system. 

I continued to say in my speech at the Academy: 

Consequently the increase of labor productivity is an indispen¬ 
sable factor in the building of socialist society. This is the only 
way toward economic development and a higher living standard 
for the population. This proves that among the conditions neces¬ 
sary for the building of socialism, the constant increase of pro¬ 
ductivity of social labor is an objective economic law, which 
together with the law of proportionate, planned development of 
the people's economy must be enforced in the interest of socialist 
victory. It is based on incessant technical development, better 
technological training of the workers, improvement of production 
administration, etc. 

Continuing to express my views on labor productivity, I said: 

Attention must be directed also to the establishment of scien¬ 
tific methods of evaluation, which at present are limited to in¬ 
dustry alone. Scientific research must be extended to every im¬ 
portant branch of our people's economy, including the field of 
agriculture, in which the question of productivity is of prominent 
importance in connection with the development of socialist, co¬ 
operative farms, requiring scientific evaluation methods. 

I think the above excerpts from my speech at the Hungarian 
Academy of Science prove beyond doubt that my attitude to¬ 
ward the matter of labor productivity was in absolute harmony 
with the Marxist-Leninist spirit, and dealt with this subject 
more profoundly and in greater detail than by any one of my 
accusers. 
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I also dealt with the matter in my speech to the Hungarian 
State Railways (MAVAG) in November, 1954: 

In our industrial production greater attention must be paid to 
thrift, productivity, lower production cost, and economy in the 
use of raw materials; we must strive to achieve these through mod¬ 
ernization of production procedures and technological improve¬ 
ment. . . . 

Further great efforts must be made by our industry, leaders, and 
workers toward a systematic increase of productivity. The neces¬ 
sary increase in productivity may be achieved by the elimination 
of lax labor discipline, by good labor administration, and by as¬ 
suring the technological requirements. For this is the soul and 
the essential factor in the proper functioning of our huge in¬ 
dustry. 

The mere approval and official sanctioning of resolutions do 
not solve the problem. These must go hand in hand with the rais¬ 
ing of labor productivity. The June policy, which by now is ac¬ 
cepted and supported by the whole nation, demands the constant 
increasing of labor productivity in industry, agriculture, and 
every field engaged in productive work. 

This was my opinion on productivity then and it is still the 
same. Whenever I saw fit I expressed it and did everything in 
my power in the interest of the practical application of these 
principles. 

However, I pointed out and emphasized the great importance 
of accumulation and labor productivity and their decisive effect 
on increased production, not only during recent years, during 
the period following the June resolution, but I have spoken of 
these on several occasions even in previous years. I took up the 
matter in detail in the course of a conference held in the Home 
of Party Instructors: 

Labor productivity is ... a decisive factor because in the final 
analysis, social progress, the transition from a lower to a higher 
social order, from capitalism to socialism and the ultimate victory 
of socialism—as was pointed out by Lenin—depend upon labor 
productivity. . . . We have a great potential in this field. Look¬ 
ing at the technical facilities at our disposal, it becomes evident 
that neither kolkhozes nor machine stations nor state farms make 
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complete use of the existing mechanized facilities. . . . Are there 
great possibilities and reserves here? Yes . . . closely connected 
with this matter is the question of accumulation. In the socialist 
sector, expanded secondary production is still very limited, con¬ 
sequently accumulation is also at a rather low level. Yet without 
a constantly progressing expanded secondary production system, 
kolkhoz production cannot advance at a higher rate. The fact 
that there are possibilities and considerable hidden potentialities 
indicates that production can be, and in fact must be, increased 
with the application of all means at our disposal. 

The above excerpts show that I raised the cjiiestion and 
pointed to the importance of labor productivity and accumula¬ 
tion, not only in general terms and with reference to industry, 
but also in the field of agriculture, connecting the issue with 
the development of large-scale socialist kolkhoz production. 

I could continue quoting passages from my articles and 
speeches, but I believe the above will suffice and prove that: 

A. Concerning accumulation, labor productivity, and re¬ 
duced production cost, I represented the correct Marxist ideol¬ 
ogy. I continue to do so, and my attitude can be branded as 
anti-Marxist or right-wing deviationist only by those who de¬ 
liberately overlook or falsify the facts. Furthermore I must 
point out that my views, expressed in the above quoted articles 
and speeches, were never challenged, criticized, or censured. 

B. The quotations furnish factual evidence that the charge 
that I have overlooked this all-important Marxist-Leninist tenet 
is totally unfounded. 

C. The quotations also prove that I dwelt on these important 
matters not by mouthing empty clich& but that I went into 
their very core, always emphasizing my own attitude and the 
tremendous significance of their application in industry. 

D. I raised the issue more often and in greater detail than 
any other member of the Politburo, including Matyis Rakosi 
and Gerc). In this connection it is not without interest to de¬ 
termine not only who spoke, and how often, about labor pro- 
ductivitv and reduced production cost, but also what was said 
and whether it was only a matter of speaking or whether efforts 
were made toward the practical implementation of the prin¬ 
ciples. 
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In January, 1954, in my six-months’ report on government 
activities to Parliament, I said the following: 

The previous extreme rate of industrialization did not make 
possible the provision of the technical recjuirements of produc¬ 
tion. Under the 1954 plan we are giving industry a certain breath¬ 
ing spell in order to enable it to make up for previous deficiencies 
in maintenance and to carry out the necessary work of repair and 
renovation. It is a mistake that managers, key technical personnel 
of our plants, even the ministries fail to attribute sufficient im¬ 
portance to these cpiestions at a time when they are gradually 
growing into the key issues in our industrial production, as for 
instance in our electric power industry. Mistakes of several years 
must be corrected, and the necessary conditions must be provided 
for this. Heads of ministries must assure completion of this im¬ 
portant task through stricter measures and increased control. 

It is an indisputable fact that technical progress, economic 
superiority over the capitalist countries, finally labor produc¬ 
tivity are of decisive importance for the countries of the socialist 
camp. This fact lends special significance to the consistent 
application of the Leninist principle concerning the primacy 
of the production of production means. Yet technical progress 
must not be limited to Category I alone; it must take place also 
within Category II. For labor productivity is an important fac¬ 
tor also in the production branches of Category II (light indus¬ 
try, agriculture, etc.). 

If, however, the two categories did not develop in this man¬ 
ner, but if the second category stayed far behind the level of 
the first category, then it becomes imperative that the rate of 
development of Category II exceed, temporarily for one, two, 
or a few years, the development rate of Category I. Otherwise a 
sharp discrepancy is inevitable between production and con¬ 
sumption. Under the socialist system the development of Cate¬ 
gory II must not fall behind Category I to such an extent that 
Category I shows the highest possible rate of progress, while 
there is a virtual stagnation within Category II (as was experi¬ 
enced in Hungary between the years 1949 and 1952). Agricul¬ 
tural production in Hungary is approximately at its prewar 
level. At the same time industrial production shows a 3 to 3.5 
times increase, and within this heavy industrial output is at 5 
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times, and machine industry production at 7 times the 1938 
level, while light industrial production is merely 2.3 times 
higher than that of the prewar period. A large percentage of 
even this is credited to the period from 1948 to 1951. The rate 
of light industrial increase is maximally 4 per cent per year, 
while the yearly rate of increase in the production of capital 
goods (machine industry) is 17 to 18 per cent. Moreover, be¬ 
tween 1949 and 1952 the average yearly increase in the produc¬ 
tions of capital goods was 29.1 per cent, while production of 
consumer goods increased a mere 7.5 per cent. 

I concede that Party and state leadership, including myself, 
did not pay sufficient attention to this important question, 
which should have received gieater consideration and more 
strenuous efforts. Briefly, it should have been made the central 
issue oi our economic policy. But even so the blame should not 
be placed on me but c^n those who paid much less attention to 
it than 1 did, or none at all. It should be placed on those who, 
when the cjuestion arose, reacted with empty slogans, and who 
are now putting on airs as my accusers. For he who has looked 
into the matter to any degree at all and possesses only a trace of 
sincerity must know that the charges against me are unfounded 
accusations. The charge must be brought against those who are 
responsible for the backward level of labor productivity and 
for the damaging results to the country, those who for years 
neglected the technical improvement of our industry, who de¬ 
veloped our industry along extreme lines as a result of which 
the newly constructed plants were forced to apply essentially 
the same technological methods as before and were therefore, 
even on the basis of their original plans, not more productive 
than the old installations. Charges must be brought against 
these men. They are responsible for the lack of improvement in 
labor productivity and for the resulting damage, men whose 
negligence was responsible for the fact that the basic pattern of 
our investments remained unchanged. 

In my January, 1954, parliamentary report I said the fol¬ 
lowing: 

Beyond providing a material basis for future objectives, the 

most important factor in our investment policy, a factor that has 
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an immediate bearing on the further development of our indus¬ 
try, in fact on our whole people^s economy, is the task of reor¬ 
ganizing and modernizing the two basic industries, our coal min¬ 
ing and electric power industries. Development of these two 
decisive industries has not kept pace with the general rate of 
industrialization, and although demand for their products is con¬ 
stantly increasing, their technical development has been neg¬ 
lected. . . . 

Charges must be brought against those—and the extent of 
their responsibility must be established—Avho are trying to in¬ 
crease labor productivity even today, not through technical 
improvement but primarily by administrative methods. Such 
a course is unpardonable under the conditions of socialist build¬ 
ing, and it only introduces capitalist methods in labor produc¬ 
tivity and production cost cuts. Leading Party circles are 
familiar witli Maty:is Rakosi’s views, which he has repeatedly 
expressed since June, 1953, and has tried to incorporate in our 
economic policy, according to which an artificial unemploy¬ 
ment had to be created in our industry, which he claimed was 
the most effective method to improve labor discipline and to 
increase productivity. Such a view is incompatible with any 
socialist ec onomic policy, and it is in sharp camtrast to the basic 
Marxist-Leninist principles. It is an attempt to re-establish 
capitalist methods, and it had to be and still must be flatly re¬ 
jected. My accusers themselves give indication of the fact that 
I am right and that their charges are unfejmnded when they put 
the blame on me for the unsatisfactory development of labor 
productivity. They blame me for neglecting the technical de¬ 
velopment of our industry, which is the direct cause of the 
absence of increased labor productivity and reduced production 
cost. Yet they use an entirely different tone when they seek to 
explain and justify the readjustment of norms. Then they 
proclaim that during the last eighteen months important meas¬ 
ures have been taken in the matter of technical progress. On 
May 23, 1955, in an article entitled “Timely Comments on 
Work Norms,” Szahad Nep writes among other things: 

Technological norms are changing primarily because the tech¬ 
nical standards of our industry are constantly improving. . . . 
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During the last three years a technical improvement, even though 
not to a satisfactory degree, has taken place in the iron industry, 
despite the dangerous right-wing views that minimized the role 
of heavy industry. During this time more than two billion forints 
have been invested in the machine industry ... a considerable 
share of investments was used to acquire new machines. As a re¬ 
sult work is easier and faster . . . and has been further facili¬ 
tated by the introduction of modern production methods. . . . 
During the three years not only has technique improved, not only 
has technology been modernized, not only has the administration 
of plants improved, but the technical knowledge of the workers 
has increased greatly. 

There it is: so many proper measures have been taken, even 
according to Szabad Nepy where it is a matter of justifying the 
adjustment of norms and not the mistakes of Imre Nagy. That 
is how “right-wing” deviation and its criticism along the “Party 
line” look in the newspaper of the Party. 



Chapter 11 . 


Problems of Socialist Industrialization 


The March resolution of the Central Committee on harmful 
rightist views pointed out that these views manifested them¬ 
selves, first of all, in a distortion of the correct policy of socialist 
industrialization. The resolution stated further that the June, 
1953, resolution of our Party, the resolution of the Third Party 
Congress, and other important Party resolutions put it on 
record unequivocally that socialist industrialization is the most 
important means of building socialism, and that primary im¬ 
portance must be placed upon the production of capital goods. 
Following the Central Commitee’s March resolution, articles 
in the Party press, in papers, and in periodicals, employing 
every means of unscrupulous falsification and taking advantage 
of the resolution's general assertions, tried to prove the correct¬ 
ness of the resolution disregarding the rudiments of objective 
and Partylike criticism that form the basis of Communist mo¬ 
rality. 

Editorials in Szabad Nep and Tarsadalmi Szemle, as well as 
numerous articles by various authors printed in the Party press, 
outdid one another in concocting fabrications and slander. In 
many cases they revealed in their zealotry that “criticism" of 
the right-wing deviation was aimed at smuggling back and justi¬ 
fying the erroneous, exaggerated, mistaken, pre-June, 1953, 
policy of industrialization condemned in the June resolution, 
which has been valid since then and even has constituted the 
basis of the Party's guiding principles. 
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Of the many articles published since March, we shall deal 
here only with the latest, written by Gyorgy Csatar and printed 
in the July 31, 1955, issue of Szabad Nep under the title “Possi¬ 
bilities for Developing Heavy Industry and Right-wing Ideas/' 
Csatar wrote, inter alia: 

Representatives of rightist ideas repudiated, first of all, the 
necessity for socialist industrialization in our fatherland. Certain 
individuals made open statements to this effect. Others gave 
theoretical recognition to the necessity of socialist industrializa¬ 
tion, i.e., speeded up development of industry and the primary 
importance of developing heavy industry, but declared that be¬ 
cause of specific local conditions socialist industrialization could 
not be carried out in our fatherland. 

It is not clear from the above quotation who are the “certain 
individuals" and who are the “others," and to which category 
I belong. One thing is certain from Csatar's article: in which¬ 
ever group he included me, in his opinion I was essentially 
against industrialization. 

In order to expose and destroy such irresponsible slander, 
let us go over my more important declarations, speeches, and 
writings, in which I stated clearly my views on the main prob¬ 
lem of socialist industrialization and its importance from the 
point of view of other branches of the people's industry. 

In my inaugural address in May, 1953, at the Hungarian 
Academy of Science, “On Politico-economic Problems of the 
Transition from Capitalism to Socialism," I stated: 

The efforts of People's Democracies in the field of industrial¬ 
ization, and the success achieved with the unselfish support given 
by the Soviet Union in every way, fully vindicate the Leninist- 
Stalinist theory of socialist industrialization. 

Development of socialist industry increases the forces of pro¬ 
duction in tremendous degree in every branch of the people's 
economy, and also in agriculture. Socialist industrialization cre¬ 
ates opportunities for the development of agrarian techniques— 
mainly by the establishment of machine stations—and this forms 
the financial-technical basis of agricultural large-scale farms. The 
theory of socialist industrialization was worked out by Lenin and 
Stalin. Lenin wrote on the decisive role of socialist industry in the 
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socialist reorganization of agriculture, as follows: “The city must 
give far-reaching technical and social support to the backward 
and disunited village, so that this support creates the material 
basis for a great increase in the productivity of agricultural work, 
and stimulates, with the force of good example, the small farmers 
to change, in their own interest, to large-scale, collective, mecha¬ 
nized farming/’ 

Continuing my address, I emphasized: 

All this makes it evident that without the leading role of in¬ 
dustry, a socialist transformation of the people’s economy, the 
creation of large-scale farming and collective agriculture, and, 
as an ultimate goal, the creation of a socialist socio-economic sys¬ 
tem is not possible. That is why five-year plans aimed at indus¬ 
trializing the people’s economies have such a j)aramount, decisive 
role in the transitory period. 

In this same speech I stressed the importance of industry in 
the people’s economy: 

In that profound economic metamorphosis in the course of 
which Hungary turned from a capitalist country into a People’s 
Democracy, building socialism, industrialization—by developing 
industry and putting it on a socialist basis—had a decisive role in 
creating favorable conditions for the development of agricultural 
forces of production aird for the change from individual to col¬ 
lective farming. 

Those who claim that I was against socialist industrialization 
or that I denied its importance are but common slanderers. The 
exact opposite is true: I advocated the necessity of socialist in¬ 
dustrialization and supported it a long time before the libera¬ 
tion, in articles published in the monthly Uj Hang [New Voice'] 
of Moscow, and especially after the liberation, from the very 
beginning. 

For the first three issues of 1940 of Uj Hang, 1 had written a 
lengthy study entitled “Industrialization and the Agrarian 
Problem,” published as a serial in three installments. In the 
third part, bearing the title “A Few Characteristics of Hungar¬ 
ian Imperialism,” I enlarged on the development of prewar 
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industry, its connections with domestic and foreign markets, 
and the sharpening discrepancies. I wrote the following sen¬ 
tences in the concluding part: 

The elimination of internal contradictions of monopolistic 
capitalism through an imperialistic war is the last word of reac¬ 
tion in the “solution” of the inner conflicts of capitalism. His¬ 
toric development has given the clue to the working people, to 
democracy. Hungary reborn as a People’s Democracy will lay 
down a wide basis, by destroying the system of large estates and 
by democratizing the landed estates with a radical land reform, 
for the sake of the development of a domestic market, for indus¬ 
trialization and an economic boom. Thus, the people’s Hungary 
will enter a period of peaceful development and will be a solid 
pillar of understanding between peoples. 

My position taken in the matter of socialist industrialization 
is not new, nor is it an unsubstantiated and useless view. It is 
a firm standpoint, theoretically resting on the ground of Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism and rooted in Hungarian conditions, which I 
have consistently represented during the ten years following 
the liberation, keeping in mind the phases of the development 
of the people’s economy and looking at the problems from the 
perspective of socialist construction. My oral or written state¬ 
ments at various times and on different occasions are the proof. 

I have devoted my time to the cpiestion of socialist indus¬ 
trialization not only from a general, theoretical point of view, 
but also from the angle of practical tasks, always in keeping 
with the spirit of Marxism-Leninism, doing this just as ex¬ 
tensively and just as well as those who now fabricate charges 
against me. In January, 1954, in the General Assembly, in my 
report on the government’s work during the past six months, 
I said as follows: 

Our industrial production, as is shown from the plan figures 
for 1954, is faced by great tasks: to assure a supply of goods for 
the )X)pulation’s consumption by increased manufacture of con¬ 
sumer goods; to meet industrial demands for the development of 
agricultural production and for assuring important materials 
necessary to solve all these tasks successfully; to fulfill completely, 
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in time, and on a good qualitative level, the export plan for in¬ 
dustry, especially that for the machine industry. But we are look¬ 
ing forward to these tasks calmly because our excellent workers' 
class, which has successfully passed so many tests of strength dur¬ 
ing recent years, will with its unselfish, enthusiastic labors and 
high technical skill be able to find the best possible way to deal 
with all tasks of building socialism in the field of industry. . . . 
I’he growth of the socialist labor competition movement, which 
has been invaluable for past successes in fulfilling production 
plans, is giving us tremendous support in coping with the tasks. 
All this, coupled with the support of the workers’ initiative un¬ 
folding in ever increasing proportions, will bring about a success¬ 
ful solution of production tasks stipulated by the plan. 

I believe it can be ascertained beyond doubt from the above 
how unfounded are the charges that I forgot about the prob¬ 
lems of raising production and that all my promises concerning 
raising the living standard of workers were unfounded, empty, 
and aimed at misleading the workers. All this only proves that 
the inferences drawm from an unfounded charge also wull be 
wrong. 

In the same speech I pointed out the extraordinary tasks that 
have to be coped with in the field of industrial production: 

In the field of fulfilling the plans of industrial production the 
country expects great results, not only from miners, foundry work¬ 
ers, and iron workers, but also from the workers in the light and 
building industries. The realization of our program is dependent, 
first of all, on their good work. Outstanding in the field of in¬ 
dustrial production are those extraordinary tasks which have to 
be solved in coal mining, iron foundry and electric power pro¬ 
duction. The work which will be done in the immediate future 
will have a decisive influence in this field. 

In a speech I made at the MAVAG factory, in November, 
1954, I spoke on the problems of investments, the level of tech¬ 
nical work, the problems of the technical intelligentsia and the 
skilled laborers: 

I have reserved a few general problems of industry for the end 
of my speech. First of all we have to exploit our existing industrial 
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basis in a more profitable way. Prescribed investments must be 
used, first of all, for modernizing our plants and for raising our 
technical level. A part of investments not used up fully must be 
gradually utilized. Plants that are not up to the demands and 
scope of our economic policy must be transformed and utilized 
in some other field. 

In the production, organization, and management of our in¬ 
dustry, wide-range use of technical sciences must be enforced to a 
greater extent. Special care and respect must be paid to the tech¬ 
nical intelligentsia and the staff of skilled workers who are the 
greatest assets of Hungarian industry and the gold standard of 
socialist industrialization. For this reason we must prepare a 
man-power balance sheet to determine the right direction of our 
industrial policy, sizing up the situation of skilled and semiskilled 
workers, apprentices, the technical intelligentsia, and man-power 
replacement, as well as migration of man power. Great emphasis 
must be placed on organizational problems of industrial produc¬ 
tion and industrial management, in which fields our entire 
people’s economy must be guided by universal principles. 

I have repeatedly stated my viewpoint on the decisive im¬ 
portance of socialist industrialization and the development of 
industrial production for the increase of agricultural produc¬ 
tion and the socialist transformation of agriculture. I spoke 
about some socio-economic problems of the transformation in 
my inaugural address to the Academy of Science on May 26, 

1953* 


Wc find innumerable rules in Lenin’s works telling us that 
without a well-developed socialist industry agriculture cannot 
have socialist, cooperative large-scale farms. Only a highly de¬ 
veloped socialist heavy industry can provide the new technical 
basis for socialist reorganization of agriculture, for mechanization 
of every branch of production—including animal husbandry—and 
further, in the interest of this goal, the building of a network of 
machine stations embracing the entire agricultural land. Socialist 
industry is the most effective factor in the People’s Democracies 
during the transition from capitalism to socialism, for developing 
the forces of production, for the transformation of property 
relations and means of production, and for adjusting these in 
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harmony. It is beyond doubt that socialist industry has consider¬ 
able effect in this direction. 

At an October, 1953, conference of outstanding agricultural 
experts, I said, inter alia: 

I find it necessary to call your attention to some specific phe¬ 
nomena in the present stage of development. In recent years 
agriculture has been left behind because of the enforced rapid 
development of industry, d'hus we violated the law of propor¬ 
tionate development. We must make up for this now. In the field 
of industry we shall not enforce a continued rapid rise of pro¬ 
duction, but rather try to win a respite of one or two years. In 
other words, we shall want time to consolidate achievements, to 
correct mistakes, to schedule new tasks, and to prepare for further 
development. 

It can be ascertained from what I have related here, but also 
from my work done during the past twenty months in the field 
of socialist industrialization, that neither I nor the government 
of the Hungarian People’s Republic under my leadership, nor 
its economic policy, have ever given up the idea of continuing 
socialist industrialization. On the contrary, it has been regarded 
from the very beginning as the principal means for building 
socialism. The June policy pointed out that within industry 
individual branches of the people’s economy have to be re¬ 
grouped, and that in the course of socialist industrialization 
consideration must be given to the fact that we are not building 
socialism alone, as the Soviet Union had to do it at one time 
for a long period; further that, with respect to industrialization, 
we must take into account our existing possibilities, the load 
that the country can support, and the international division of 
labor. 

The ratio between the Soviet Union’s industrial and agricul¬ 
tural production was, in 1929, approximately 1.6 to 1 in favor 
of industrial production. The socialist sector in industry was 
then about 99 per cent, and about 5 per cent in agriculture (i.e., 
99 per cent of industry, but only 5 per cent of agric idture, were 
vsocialized). In Hungary the ratio of industrial and agricultural 
production in 1954 was 5 to 1. At the same time, industry was 
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almost completely socialized, agriculture 30 per cent socialized. 
It is natural that such a ratio sharpened the already existing 
contradiction between industry and agriculture, due to the 
principle of increased secondary production. But in eliminating 
this discrepancy, it is not a good method to distort proportions 
to an even greater extent through “ultra-industrialization,” or 
to be hasty about the socialist transformation of agriculture that 
is doubtlessly necessary. Rather we must try to bring the pro¬ 
portions of the people’s economy into balance by increasing 
agricultural production. There is no justification for the fact 
that our total agricultural production is still vacillating near the 
prewar level, reaching from 85 to 105 per cent of that figure, 
depending, first of all, on the weather. While the Soviet Union 
in 1929, despite a small socialist sector of agidculture, consid¬ 
erably exceeded the prewar (1913) level of agriculture produc¬ 
tion, Hungary in spite of a socialist sector of almost 30 per cent, 
and with individual peasant farms owning modern means of 
production, manages in the best of cases a production level of 
1938, which we should have exceeded long ago. The main fault 
lies not with the peasant farms but with the poor economic 
policy that has kept our agricultural production on a low level. 
All this shows that the “leftist” zealots have not analyzed the 
specific conditions of our country or those of the Soviet Union. 
Instead, they replaced the views of Lenin and Stalin with quota¬ 
tions that could not breed anything else but dogmatism. 

The June policy laid down as a rule that industrialization 
must be parallel to the development and socialist transforma¬ 
tion of agriculture, and also to the continuous improvement of 
the standard of living of the masses. Vigorous development of 
agriculture and increased production of consumer goods must 
be regarded, also for the future, as very important factors of the 
economic policy of party and government. This leads, on the 
other hand, to the realization that the development of heavy 
industry must serve the technical needs of agriculture and of 
light industry to a much greater extent in the future than in 
the past. 

The flagrant violation of the law of planned proportionate 
development manifests itself in the sharpening discrepancy be- 
tw^een production and consumption. The ratio of industrial to 
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agricultural production is, at present, approximately 4.5 to 1. 
The ratio between “A” and “B” sectors of our industry in 1953 
was 63 to 37, Industry accounted for about 70 per cent of 
national income. The population’s individual consumption 
basis shrank to 58 per cent of the national income, in com¬ 
parison to a previous figure of 75 to 80 per cent. The policy of 
socialist industrialization, the enforced primacy of the produc¬ 
tion of capital goods, prevalent in Hungary between 1950 and 
1953 and shown by figures and facts, did not bring about a 
continued improvement of the workers’ well-being, as stipu¬ 
lated by the basic principle of socialism, but resulted in its de¬ 
terioration. The “leftist” zealots caused thus exceptionally grave 
political harm to the Party, to the country, and to the inter¬ 
national workers’ movement. 

When Subdivision A/i cjf Category I diverges sharply from 
Subdivision A/2 of Category I and also from the development 
of Category II, as it happened in Hungary, there is but one solu¬ 
tion: slow down, as a temporary measure, the development rate 
of Subdivision A/i of Category I and channel the accumulation 
from there to Subdivision A/2 of Category I, that is, to Cate¬ 
gory II. This is the gist of the economic policy we had tried to 
carry out in the New Course, which was very far from denying 
the primacy of producing means of production, as the “leftist” 
zealots have asserted. This policy meant simply that our indus¬ 
try would temporarily produce more means of production for 
manufacturing consumer goods than was the pre-1953 practice, 
when our industry produced mainly such means of production 
as served the manufacture of other capital goods. 

The classic tenets of Marxism did not conceal the difficulties 
arising in the course of building socialism or the difficulties in 
the process of industrialization. They have established a con¬ 
nection between the shortage of goods and the fast tempo of 
producing means of production. In connection with this ques¬ 
tion, Stalin said: 

The fact that we are developing the production of capital 
goods at a faster rate than light industry—this fact in itself means 
that in the coming years we shall have with us the elements of a 
goods shortage. 
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The correct general principle that abundance of goods can 
be achieved only through the primacy given to the manufacture 
of the means of production, which has to be emphasized, be¬ 
comes untenable if we do not add that an exaggerated speed-up 
of production of capital assets will cause a shortage of commodi¬ 
ties. Stalin remarked in connection with this problem that all 
tliose who want to solve this by “ultra-industrialization'' are 
fools and ignorant persons. In Hungary, on the other hand, the 
“leftist” zealots refuse to admit that an unjustified high speed 
of industrialization will lead to a temporary shortage of goods, 
as had been proved true in the years between 1950 and 1953, 
partly because of the primacy given to the manufacture of the 
means of production; partly because of the retarded develop¬ 
ment of agriculture; partly because of the slow development of 
light industry; and partly because there was too much export 
(and also for other reasons). It is unavoidable that the balance 
of goods supply and consumption becomes upset to a certain 
extent during the years of high-speed socialist industrialization. 
Those who do not take these realities into account, or keep 
silent about them, are misleading the workers of the country. 

Development of industry, therefore, is an integial part of the 
June policy. Rather, it can be achieved only by applying the 
basic principles laid down in June. 

At the Fifteenth Conference of the Soviet Communist Party, 
in November, 1926, Stalin stated in connection with deviations 
within the Party: 

It is the Party's point of departure that in its policy and es¬ 
pecially in its economic policy, industry cannot be made inde¬ 
pendent of agriculture; that the development of these two basic 
economic fields must follow the line of reciprocal connection, of 
unification within the socialist people's economy. The socialist 
method of the country's industrialization is a consequence of 
this, making it imperative that we continuously improve that 
material situation of the working masses, and thus also the mate¬ 
rial situation of the overwhelming part of the peasantry, which 
is the main basis of the development of industrialization. 

I wish to remark here that between 1950 and 1953 the “left¬ 
ist” zealots, exaggerating the rate of industrial development 
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seriously, damaged the material situation of the working peas¬ 
antry as well as that of the workers’ class, forgetting about 
Stalin’s directives with regard to industrialization. 

In Hungary, therefore, the “leftist” pseudoradicals followed 
the same procedure as the opposition in the Soviet Union in 
those days: they pushed industrialization to the detriment of 
the majority of the peasants and the living standard of the 
workers’ class, and resorted to methods of industrialization that 
disrupted the alliance between industry and peasant farms and 
undermined the financial situation of the j)oor and middle-level 
peasants. In this manner they have actually attacked industrial¬ 
ization at its foundations. This can be proved without shadow 
of doubt by data on the situation between 1950 and 1952. 

Stalin paid scrupulous attention to the right proportions and 
rate of industrial and agricultural development. He mentioned 
that the Soviet or the Party could easily double the sums aj)pro- 
priated for developing agriculture or industry. But while in the 
first case nothing would be left for industry, as a consequence of 
which industrial development would lag far behind that of agri¬ 
culture, in the latter case the development of industry would be 
of an extremely high rate, “wTich [he said] we could not keep 
up because of the great lack in free capital, and w^hich w^ould 
most certainly make us go bankrupt, not to mention that w^e 
would not have sufficient reserves for credit loans to give to agri¬ 
culture.” 

Therefore a serious consideration and correct allotment of the 
sources of power is of great importance to avoid creating dispro¬ 
portion in the people’s economy. 

We are dealing here witli a basic cpiestion of the building of 
socialism, to quote Stalin: 

Our industry wall be able to fulfill its role of leading economic 
transformation only if it does not break away from agriculture, 
from the rate of our stockpiling, and from the sources of power 
and reserve at our disposal. In the army, the officers' corps that 
detaches itself from its troops and loses contact with them is not 
an officers’ corps. Similarly, an industry that detaches itself from 
the body of the people’s economy and loses contact with it can¬ 
not be a leading factor in the people’s economy. 
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It seems that the pseudoradicals had forgotten this between 
1950 and 1953, and refused to remember it as late as 1955. 

Certain articles, and even the March Central Committee reso¬ 
lution, contain repeated references to the twisting and distor¬ 
tion of the (orrect policy of socialist industrialization. 

Such unfounded charges are needed by certain people and also 
have been smuggled into the Central Committee resolution of 
March, because no one can, for the time being, come out openly 
against the June resolution. At least the appearance must be 
kept up in words that they constitute the guiding principles of 
the Party’s policy. The only way to deal with the June resolution 
and, through it, with me, is by the repeated and emphatic asser¬ 
tion of the charge of "distortion.” Whatever they do not like in 
the June resolution is branded "distortion” so that they can turn 
back to the pre-June bad industrialization policy. 

The ill-conceived charge of "distortion” is being put on my 
shoulders by them for the very transparent purpose of making 
themselves appear the staunch avant-garde, the defenders of the 
June resolution. 1 hey arc the very same people against whom 
the June resolutions made very grave charges; who covertly or 
openly—but incessantly—fought against the June resolution from 
the time of its birth until its inglorious demise in March; who 
in the Party and in the state machinery organized and directed 
the resistance to the realization of the June policy (this is sup¬ 
ported by C'.entral (Committee resolutions and other important 
decisions); and against whom I and other comrades faithful to 
the June resolution had to fight day in, day out with great energy 
under very difficult circumstances. In addition to all this, Party 
and government activities in tlie period between the March 
resolution and now, economic and political sanctions made 
under the pretext of fighting rightist deviations, and the situa¬ 
tion created by those in the Party and the country, make it clear 
as daylight that I was right when I pointed out in my memoran¬ 
dum to the March meeting of the Central Committee that be¬ 
hind the crude and unfounded charge against me and my 
viewpoint there was actually hidden an attack against the June 
resolution from the "leftist” zealots who have gained the upper 
hand in the leadership of the Party. This maneuver was greatly 
facilitated by the fact that the June resolution has been kept a 
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secret from the Party membership until today. Thus they read 
into it whatever suits their purpose, and no one has a chance to 
know, or even to find out, who really distorts the resolution. 

Such base calumnies were started in connection with socialist 
industrialization too, as if I had tried to block the development 
of heavy industry built on the basis of domestic raw" materials. 
This brazen lie serves the “leftist"’ pseudoradicals to counter the 
justified criticism of the pre-June industrialization policy—a 
criticism that met with w ide approval in the broadest masses of 
workers, who knew it to be true from their ow"n experience and 
who fully agreed wath me. 

This charge came to the surface on several occasions, the last 
time in the July 30, 1955, issue of Szahad Nep, in the previously 
mentioned Csatar article. The rightists, wrote Csatar “argue that 
our country does not yet have the raw materials necessary for 
developing heavy industry. They have cried out that we are a 
‘poor country’ and Hungary’s economic resources can assure only 
the development of agriculture, of light and food industries. I^t 
us develop only agriculture, light and food industries—they said 
—and let us obtain the necessary heavy industrial products by 
exporting, first of all, agricultural products.” I never came across 
such ideas, and I believe no one else did: they were born out of 
Csatar’s overheated imagination. Why does he not quote the 
source of the above assertion, w"hy does he not name those who 
have advocated these view^s? The answer is very simple: it is 
much easier to tell lies and make charges in this irresponsible 
fashion. 

Csatar cannot pass up the occasion—how could he?—to turn his 
general charges against me with a transparent idiotic sleight of 
hand by patching them up with another lie, more vile than the 
first one. Csatar—speaking of me by name—delivers himself of 
the following fabrication: 

As is known [?], at the personal intervention of comrade Imre 
Nagy [I] construction work at the Rudabanya ore plant has been 
stopped. The Hungarian ore is especially suited for smelting. 
Building up this ore plant in Rudabanya, we shall be able to 
meet more than 40 per cent of our iron ore demand from domestic 
sources. 
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As regards Csatar's assertions, I wish to point out that: 

A. His statement that construction work on the Rudabanya 
ore plant was stopped at my personal intervention is a shame¬ 
less lie; 

B. My alleged activities in this matter are unknown to me. If 
he has inside knowledge of a similar nature he should make it 
public; 

C. Until the time when he can prove his allegation I shall 
regard him as a common calumniator, and I shall ask for the due 
legal procedure customary in such cases. 

I have defined the question of a basis of industrial primary 
products as an important factor in the development of our 
people’s economy. In my January, 1954, address to Parliament 
on the semiyearly activity of the government, I said: 

Our investments, in addition to purchasing the necessary mate¬ 
rials, must be used also for a purpose that has bearing on our 
whole industi7, on the development of the entire people’s econ¬ 
omy: i.e, the improvement and modernization of coal mining and 
the electric power industry. The development of these two in¬ 
dustrial branches of paramount importance has not kept pace 
with the over all rate of industrialization. The demands have 
steadily increased, nevertheless, and technical development of 
production has lagged behind. 

Irregularities in power supply can be accounted for to a great 
extent because of the above-mentioned reason. Besides serious 
damage to the people’s economy, power shortage considerably 
affects the workers of certain branches of industry. We shall make 
tremendous efforts to bring about a well-balanced situation in 
this field as soon as possible. 

Those who assert tliat in the course of carrying out the June 
resolution I neglected opportunities to develop our heavy in¬ 
dustry built on domestic primary materials ary lying and cheat¬ 
ing. 

However, I also paid great attention to the research work 
aimed at a scientific evaluation and exploitation of our coun¬ 
try’s natural resources and sources of raw materials, and I called 
the attention of competent authorities to this grandiose task. 
Why did I do this? Because I was against developing heavy in- 
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dustry based on a supply of domestic primary materials? I, of 
all people, who have repeatedly and emphatically stressed the 
importance of exploiting domestic resources for industrial de¬ 
velopment. 

In a lecture at the Hungarian Academy of Science, on June 
14, 1954, I said the following: 

Science has gradually failed to fulfill its leading role in many 
fields and, as a consequence, the development of production, or in 
many instances our entire policy of industrialization, has been 
without a scientific basis, has drifted away from it, and has lost 
the foresight, purposefulness and methodical order that can be 
assured only if science lays the groundwork for industrialization. 
Mistakes made in the course of developing industry have their 
roots in this basic shortcoming. It is unquestionable that neglect 
of a scientific survey and of scientific plans to use our domestic 
raw materials, the material basis of our people's economy, had 
much to do with exaggerated industrialization and especially 
with the overhasty development of heavy industry. The right 
proportions, rate, and direction of our industrialization must be 
determined on a scientific basis, which makes it necessary that 
the Academy of Science give more consideration to those fields of 
scientific research-such as the scientific survey of our country's 
natural resources and sources of raw material—that play the de¬ 
cisive role in determining the rate and direction of developing the 
individual branches of the people's economy. 

I have made the survey and discovery of our natural resources 
and raw materials a concrete task, in order that we may be able 
to broaden the domestic primary material basis of our socialist 
industrialization. This would assure the necessary tempo and 
proportions of development and prevent setbacks caused by 
neglect of our ra^v material resources—as in the past. 

Guiding principles of a long-range plan for the Party and the 
government in tlie field of socialist industrialization should 
have been developed in a program of work. The idea was ac¬ 
cepted by the October, 1954, meeting of the Central Commit¬ 
tee, and the Political Committee put me in charge of working 
out the details of this program at the head of a committee ap¬ 
pointed to direct this work. Preparatory work would have en¬ 
abled us to start with the actual work as early as December of 
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1954. I had prepared the outlines of my introductory speech. 
The Political Committee prevented me from delivering the 
speech because of the stand taken by Rakosi and Gero, not¬ 
withstanding my repeated and urgent requests to make the 
speech. 

The planned work would have advanced the policy of so¬ 
cialist industrialization with a giant step in the spirit of the 
June resolution, on the basis of resolutions brought by the 
Third Congress and the Central Committee in October, and 
from the point of view of a creative application of Marxism- 
Leninism. The blocking of the realization of this plan was an 
important manifestation of resistance. In the outline of my 
introductory speech I stated my viewpoint on various theoreti¬ 
cal and practical questions of socialist industrialization, which 
is the best refutation of charges against my alleged rightist de¬ 
viation. This outline is still in the drawer of my desk, and 
should the Central Committee deem it necessary 1 could make 
it available to them at any moment. Besides, in December, 
1954, copies of the outline of this speech were sent to several 
members of the Political Committee, the Central Committee, 
and the Council of Ministers. 



chapter 12. 


The Socialist Reorganization of Agriculture 


The Central Committee’s resolution of March, 1955, stated 
that “exceptionally great damage was caused by those right- 
wing views, alien to Marxism-Leninism, tliat have affected the 
principal questions of our Party’s policies regarding the peas¬ 
antry.” The resolution then points out that certain Party mem¬ 
bers incorrectly interpret the problem of the worker-peasant 
alliance. In their work in the villages they do not rely on the 
poorer peasants and they forget about the leading role of the 
working class and the aims of the worker-peasant alliance. They 
also forget about the building of socialism and the fight against 
exploitation. 

“Such views,” states the March resolution, “are largely to 
blame for the fact that last year the cooperative movement did 
not grow in numbers but actually decreased somewhat, despite 
the fact that in most of the cooperatives the members live bet¬ 
ter than individually farming peasants with medium holdings.” 
With regard to bourgeois ideas concerning the expansion of 
“small-scale peasant farms,” the resolution states that “certain 
individuals began to deny the absolute need of socialist reor¬ 
ganization and on these grounds sought to thwart the coopera¬ 
tive movement.” The Central Committee’s March resolution, 
in the section dealing with the socialist reorganization of agri¬ 
culture, likewise only contain general accusations (without so 
much as attempting to show concretely the facts) on the basis of 
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which it arrives at such grave charges, and without naming those 
whom it accuses of these transgressions. 

Before considering the charges with which they seek to prove 
right-wing deviation, I must first take note of the persons who 
wrote such “commentaries” in the columns of the Party press 
on the subject of the Central Committee’s March resolution 
and subsequently on the subject of its resolution dealing with 
agriculture. 

Szabad Nrj/s June lo, 1955, editorial, entitled, “In the In¬ 
terest of a Flourishing Agriculture,” among other things states 
the following: 

The Central Committee's March and April resolutions have 
unmasked the right-wing anti-people [sic] views and have made it 
plain to all that our party and government stand united, and 
unequivocally, for the socialist reorganization of agriculture. . . . 
No thought was given either to the facts or to the interests of our 
people by those who created conflicts between the two interde¬ 
pendent tasks, and who meanwhile made speeches about the fos¬ 
tering of agricultural production at the very time that they ob¬ 
structed the healthful development of agriculture, delayed the 
socialist reorganization of agriculture, and thus impeded the 
building of socialism. 

The two interdependent tasks in question are the expansion 
of agricultural production and the socialist reorganization of 
agriculture. 

Andras Hegedus, in his speech at the Central Committee’s 
June 7, 1955, session, declared that one of the gravest conse¬ 
quences of right-wing deviation was that “the worker-peasant 
alliance had been weakened and that uncertainty had arisen 
among the members of the cooperatives—which in 1953 and 
1954 led to many resignations and to the disbanding of many 
cooperatives.” 

Andras Hegedus above all else finds it necessary to fight the 
harmful right-wing views purportedly represented by me, views 
according to which “the small and medium peasant holdings 
in their own fashion also develop towards socialism and, under 
the conditions prevailing in a People’s Democracy, are capable 
en masse, and year by year, of expanding their production 
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systematically.” This is a falsification. I never said any such 
thing. 

From such fabrications he forged the accusation that pro¬ 
ponents of these views “set themselves against the Congress’ 
resolution, apparently seeking postjionenient of the socialist 
reorganization of agriculture, but actually with the intention 
of pigeonholing it for good.” Of me, Andras Megedus states 
tliat in rny opinion the small and medium peasant farms auto¬ 
matically develop to^vard socialism within the framework of 
small-scale production. He might at least try to prove his state¬ 
ments with facts or arguments. Here, however, Andras Hegedus 
fails to deliver. 

In Szabad Alep's June 12, 1955 issue, Ernd Gerd wrote an 
editorial entitled “On the Way to Progress” wherein, on the 
basis of various assumptions, he strives to give the acc usations 
a semblance of probability. In the above-mentioned article, 
Gerd states that “Imre Nagy and the right-wing deviationists 
in general start from the premise that we eitlicr build socialism 
in the villages—and in this case agricultural production and 
the yield per acre cannot be increased—or increase agricultural 
production and the yield per acre, but then socialism cannot be 
built in the villages. And even though not openly, [these “right¬ 
wingers”] have reached the conclusion, in fact, that we must give 
up the idea of building socialism in agriculture.” Then (rerd 
tries to sketch the harmful consecjuences that the right-wing 
deviationists’ aims xvould fun^c had if they could have been 
realized. “Thereby,” writes Ernd) Gerd, “they not only would 
have brought the building of socialism in agriculture to a stand¬ 
still in our land, but would also have bankrupted agricultural 
production. A victory by right-wing opportunism ultimately 
would have disrupted the worker-peasant alliance and under¬ 
mined the power of the working class.” 

These utterances comprise the charges fabricated against me 
in the matter of the socialist reorganization of agriculture. All 
other writings or speeches, so frequent in recent months, are 
merely doltish echoings of these libels. 

The Gentral Committee’s resolution of June, 1953, analyzed 
concretely and in detail the grave and injurious errors com¬ 
mitted by the Party leadership before June, 1953, in the field 
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of the socialist reorganization of agriculture and production, 
describing also tlie catastrophic economic and political conse¬ 
quences produced by these well-known errors. 

Summing up the grievous errors committed before June, 
1953, in the field of agriculture, the Central Committee's June, 
1953, resolution stated the following: 

The exiiggerated tempo of socialization in agriculture was an 
error aggravated by the fact that within the Party Comrade Imre 
Nagy opposed this jiolicy, but instead of ado{)ting these views the 
Party leadership improperly called them “opportunist” and sub¬ 
jected Comrade Nagy to Party discipline. 

The Central Committee's resolution of March, 1955, ascer¬ 
tained that the June resolution continues in effect without 
change and that, combined with the resolutions of the 7 Tird 
Congress, it comprises the basic principles of the March resolu¬ 
tion. Matyas Rakosi in his speech supporting the April resolu¬ 
tion—which to this day I have been unable to obtain—stated in 
connection with the 1948-1949 debate on the agrarian question 
that at that time I already had represented the stand of right- 
wing opjiortunism. This statement lacks all foundation. It re¬ 
flects Rakosi’s persistent endeavor to brand as right-wing de¬ 
viation the justified Marxist criticism c^f the harmful pre-1953 
agrarian })olicy; he seeks to justify the old errors retroactively, 
and thereby to facilitate the continuance in 1955 of the errors 
committed in 1948 and 1949. The facts already have pretty 
much unmasked this endeavor. All the more surprising is the 
fact that members of the Central Committee, the great majority 
of whom must be familiar with the resolution of June, 1953, 
do not notice, or at least gloss over, Rakosi's assertions which 
flout the validity of the June resolution and invalidate its criti¬ 
cism of the agricultural policy, along with its conclusions and 
goals, which he would like to commend to oblivion. 

1^0 my knowledge there is no Party decision that would have 
voided one or another portion of the resolution of June, 1953. 
On the other hand there are Party resolutions that have con- 
lirmed it again and again. This the Central Committee must 
know, and Matyds Rdkosi must know it, too. Anyone who 
openly or covertly denies this opposes the June resolution. 
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In October, 1953, the Party Committee ascertained the fol¬ 
lowing with regard to the situation of the cooperatives: 

The reassurance of independently working peasants was fos¬ 
tered by the derision of our Party and government this year to 
allow resignations from cooperatives on the part of those mem¬ 
bers who, for any reason, wanted to resign; in fact they also made 
it possible for those cooperatives to disband, if the majority of 
the membership decides to do so. Many comrades did not under¬ 
stand that a cooperative does not grow weaker but stronger when 
members leave who are not at home there, and who retard rather 
than advance the cooperative’s affairs. On the other hand, inde¬ 
pendently working peasants have realized that we take seriously 
the principle of free choice, and that there is no danger that those 
unconvinced of the superiority of cooperative production may in 
future be forced into the cooperatives. There is no doubt that, 
upon the resignation from the cooperatives of dissatisfied or un¬ 
suitable members, the cooperatives will be far stronger and far 
more united. 

In my January, 1954, report to Parliament on the govern¬ 
ment’s activities during the previous six months, I said: 

The government has taken far-reaching steps to assure the 
economic and organizational stability of our cooperatives, the 
bettering of the members’ welfare. Despite initial difficulties, our 
cooperatives have shown that the socialist transformation of the 
Hungarian village has grown firm roots. Last fall the test was 
passed with flying colors. It became manifest that most of our 
cooperatives are healthy and capable of development. They pro¬ 
vide a stable and sure foundation for the socialist reorganization 
of our agriculture, the expansion of production, and the increase 
of material well-being. In the development of agricultural pro¬ 
duction, in the assurance of ample crops, the cooperatives have a 
pre-eminent role. Relying on the advantage of large-scale opera¬ 
tion and potent government aid, by increasing the yield they 
must surpass independent farming and forge ahead into the lead. 
The economic and technical conditions for this exist. The results 
depend on leadership, organization, work discipline, and the 
quality of the work accomplished. 

As Party Committee members know, since 1953 Matyds 
Rakosi on countless occasions has tried to revise the June reso- 
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lution, giving now the Beria case, now international tension, 
and at other times my alleged errors and excesses, or still other 
reasons. In this connection Comrade Khrushchev clearly stated: 

In June, 1953, we correctly passed judgment on the Hungarian 
Party's leadership, and that judgment is still entirely correct 
today. They can't hide behind Beria as Rakosi is trying to do. 
We were there, too, when these errors were ascertained, every 
one of us I We were right, and what we decided then is also right 
today. This should have been acted on already! 

Mityas Rakosi knows about all this but keeps silent before 
the Party, and tries to void extremely important sections of the 
June resolution or to reverse their import. Yet it is as if it were 
exac tly against such endeavors that the Soviet Communist 
Party at its Fifteenth Party Conference established the principle 
below: 

The Fifteenth Party Conference . . . most emphatically con¬ 
demns the opposition’s attempts to use the defense of the interests 
of industrialization as a pretext to change this policy with regard 
to the peasants and thereby strike an irreparable blow at coop¬ 
eration between town and village. 

If anyone tries to regard the peasantry merely as a tax base, 
thinking by excessive taxes and selling prices to squeeze more 
material wealth from the peasantry, this necessarily must lead 
to the stifling of the rural productive forces and to a decrease 
in agricultural production. It would produce the risk of de¬ 
stroying the alliance between the working class and the peas¬ 
antry, and would thus endanger socialist construction. The 
pseudoradical “left-wingers” among us follow the same im¬ 
proper policy pursued in times past by the opposition in the 
Soviet Union. 

I stand unalterably on the basic principle of the June resolu¬ 
tion, and, in the knowledge of being right, maintain my stand 
as expressed and implemented in 1949, a stand validated by the 
resolution of June, 1953, by the development of economic life, 
and now also by the Party’s agrarian policy as expressed in the 
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agricultural resolution of this June, which has turned a new 
page. 

In contrast to those who accuse without proof, it is most 
proper, most Partylike, most convincing to counter the charges 
raised against me with simple facts. The sectarian “left-wing” 
deviationists, among them Erno Gero, as quoted from his 
article, keep talking of all the evil that would have resulted if 
right-wing opportunism had triumphed. In contrast to the as¬ 
sumptions brought against me, the grave errors of the “left- 
wing” deviationists are documented by facts that the Central 
Committee’s resolution of June, 1953, acknowledged. The “left- 
wing” deviationists, primarily Rakosi and Gero, in the years 
1949 to 1953 brought the socialist reorganization of agriculture 
to a dead end, bankrupted agricultural production, destroyed 
the worker-peasant alliance, undermined the power of the 
People’s Democracy, trampled upon the rule of law, debased 
the people’s living standards, established a rift between the 
masses and the Party and government—in other words, swept 
the country toward catastrophe. These are not assumptions as 
to what damage the R.ikosi-Gero leadership might have caused 
if . . . No! these are facts, which all became evident by June, 
1953, facts that the June resolution analyzed in detail, statisti¬ 
cally and palpably. 

Now the “left-wing” deviationists pretend that by “unmask¬ 
ing” right-wdng deviation, they prevented us from undermining 
the People’s Democracy along witli all socialist construction. 
They speak as if right-wing deviation should have been resisted 
and as if it were their great merit to have done so. Thus by 
baseless charges and falsifications, the resistance that prevented 
the implementation of the June resolution and ultimately de¬ 
feated it and saved the Party and country from serious conse- 
cjiiences are now extolled as Communist virtue redounding to 
the glory of certain leaders. Thus do they re-evaluate and praise 
the resistance that stigmatized many Party decisions; thus- 
proclaiming the implementation of the June resolution and 
anti-Marxist right-wing deviation—do they motivate the justifi¬ 
cation of resistance. Thus, from one day to the next, anti-Party 
and antipeople “left-wing” deviationists become champions of 
Marxism-Leninism. Such about-faces are nothing new in their 
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case. Astounding, however, is the fact that they should have 
been able by deception, to insure Central Committee approval 
for such un-Partylike activities. 

To counter the charges and libels, let us look at the facts. 
What was and what is my stand, what views did I and do I 
profess on the question of the socialist reorganization of agri¬ 
culture? Before well-intentioned, objective. Party-spirited 
judges, there would be no need to prove the validity of my 
vieAvs. Among Central Committee members, including Party 
Committee members, no one concerned himself so much, so 
intensively, from a theoretic and practical standpoint, with the 
development of socialist cooperative, large-scale agriculture, 
with the problems of its organization and operation, as I did, 
ahead of all others, beginning as early as 194b. In my daily 
classes at the University of Agriculture and the University of 
Economic Sciences, I dealt for years with this question from a 
theoretic and practical standpoint. One portion of my lectures 
also appeared in book form under the title Agrarian Political 
Studies, and this was used as a textbook. My lectures met with 
no objection, whether from a political, theoretical, or practical 
standpoint. Yet these lectures exhaustively discussed all im¬ 
portant points dealing witli the agrarian (juestion and the so¬ 
cialist reorganization of agriculture. I don’t intend to quote 
from these lectures, which are at the disposal of the Central 
Committee. Anyone who wants to check on the charges may do 
so in my lectures. Nor do I wisli to touch on those brochures 
that I wrote on the socialist agriculture of the Soviet Union at 
various times, and whose content never provoked any sort of 
criticism from either the Party or other organs. 

Now, in connection with the weightier charges leveled against 
me, let us sec what views I professed and do profess, so that we 
may establish that I was confronted with baseless charges, fal¬ 
sifications, and libels, rather than with a well-founded judg¬ 
ment. 

In my September 30, 1946, report to the Third Congress of 
the Hungarian Communist Party, I dealt among other things 
with the question of increasing agricultural production, mech¬ 
anization, and cooperatives. I said: 
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From the standpoint of the economic strengthening and devel¬ 
opment of the People’s Democratic system, the transformation of 
agriculture can only be said to be effective if the agrarian or¬ 
ganization of small peasants supplements and surpasses the pro¬ 
duction of the abolished large landholding system. The small 
and medium-sized peasant holdings that are built up mainly 
through cooperative family labor cannot independently achieve 
such an expanded production. But they are able to do so by join¬ 
ing forces. Mechanization also aids in this direction by fostering 
the concentration of small holdings in cooperatives. 

I believe this to be a clear Marxist-Leninist stand on the co¬ 
operative question at a time when in our land no one yet out¬ 
lined theoretically the perspective of agrarian development or 
the socialist reorganization of agriculture. 

Even at the first national cooperative conference held by the 
Hungarian Communist Party, on June 29, 1947, I dealt exten¬ 
sively witli the tasks of the cooperative movement. I pointed 
to the main task of the Party’s economic policy by saying that 
“henceforth the cooperative movement must play a far greater 
and more important role than heretofore in all areas of our 
economic policy.’’ I stated that the main road to the socialist 
transformation of agriculture is via the cooperatives, and I 
related this to the question of state power: “There can be no 
People’s Democracy without a cooperative movement, just as 
the cooperative movement can only develop and realize its great 
goals completely in a People’s Democracy.’’ At the same time I 
rejected the perspective that capitalist cooperatives bring to ag¬ 
riculture, mentioning Denmark as an example. It is characteris¬ 
tic how Matyas Rdkosi spoke of this same question about a year 
later, in the spring of 1948. I proved by the Danish example 
how Denmark’s working peasants were ruined after the estab¬ 
lishment of capitalist cooperatives, and rejected this method. 
“We have no need of a cooperative movement,’’ I said, “that 
cannot assure us of those advantages for the small peasants that 
are needed for their improvement.” In contrast to this, M^tyds 
Rakosi even a year later argued, “We must not allow the 
thought of cooperatives—which will be just as important a 
weapon to achieve the improvements of the Hungarian peasants 
as that of peasants in other lands, such as, for example, Den- 
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mark—to fall into bad repute and scare off the farmers.” I be¬ 
lieve it is not difficult to decide which view is the proper Marx¬ 
ist view and which represents the “perspective” of capitalist 
cooperatives. 

About the economic significance of the cooperatives I also 
wrote as follows in 1947: 

The task now is that the two main productive branches of our 
economy, industry and agriculture, should develop uniformly in 
one direction from capitalism toward socialism, and that the 
speed and level of such progress gradually be equalized. In the 
transitional phase represented by the People’s Democracy this is 
the main task the cooperatives are destined to solve in the field 
of agriculture. 

In my speech before the activist session of the Agrarian Po¬ 
litical Committee held May 19, 1948, I said among other 
things: 

This means that the development of agriculture proceeds most 
unevenly. Proportionally, the greatest development of productive 
forces is made possible by the cooperative system. This enables 
agriculture to rise to the level of industry, and this assures the 
unity of our economy. That is how living standards rise, that is 
how culture advances, and only thus do we progress toward 
socialism. 

Then I wrote as follows on some economic problems: 

In such fashion the socialist reorganization of agriculture, the 
transition from small-scale peasant farming to a well-developed 
cooperative large-scale agricultural system, not only gives great 
impetus to tlie development of agriculture’s productive forces, 
but by putting the whole people’s economy on a uniform socialist 
basis, speeds its over-all development. 

About the role of the cooperatives in connection with the 
need for a parallel development of industry and agriculture 
as a condition for socialist construction, I wrote in my article 
entitled “Stabilization, Reconstruction, Agriculture”: 
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The cooperative is the lever with which agricultural produc¬ 
tion can be lifted from today’s backwardness and be made not 
only to supplement the advantages of large holdings but even 
greatly to surpass them. 

Via the cooperatives, agriculture can be led along the road of 
a democratic economic development, thus facilitating the parallel 
progress of industry and agriculture and doing away with the 
conflicts between the two branches of production. Thus, in the 
field of reconstruction, one of the main tasks which differs from 
industrial reconstruction is the broader and proportionately 
greater expansion of the network of cooperatives. 

We should not forget that I wrote this in 1947. 

About the connection between industrialization and the 
transition to large-scale scxialist production I wrote in this same 
article: 

This development not only means that the expansion of the 
domestic market opens a field for increased industrial production, 
but also that agricultural production itself similarly proceeds in 
the direction of “industriali/ation.” By this we mean that just as 
once in industry, so now in our agriculture, freed of feudal 
shackles, there is similarly a possibility of moving from primitive 
hand labor to }:)roduction based on mechanization, to intensive 
large-scale production. ITis, however, is possible only through 
the development cDf the cooperative movement, through mechani¬ 
zation, more intensive labor, varied types of farming, and gaining 
by-products from the crops. 

I also often and intensively dealt with the internal organiza¬ 
tional questions of the cooperative enterprise, obviously not be¬ 
cause I wanted to undermine the cooperative economy, as the 
libels say, but to aid its development. After the Fourth National 
Cooperative Conference I said: 

The cooperative is that form of enterprise that offers limitless 
possibilities of economic development. Our factory workers, with 
great effort and splendid achievements, are creating the technical 
conditions for the members of our cooperatives to utilize these 
possibilities in ever greater measure. The farm cooperatives can 
thus produce amply and profitably, and become sources of pros¬ 
perity. . . . 
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The farm cooperative is a form of productive enterprise 
wherein members of the cooperative are not only its workers but 
at the same time its fully accredited owners. The close coopera¬ 
tion of management and members, the participation of all mem¬ 
bers in production as well as in management, is a force that all 
chairmen of cooperatives should rely on. The broad develop¬ 
ment of cooperative democracy is the guarantee of good manage¬ 
ment and an indispensable condition for implementing the 
agricultural resolution in the cooperative economy. . . . The 
other source of strength lies in the size of the plant—in the fact 
that skilled workers, mechanization, and the achievements of 
agronomic science can be broadly employed, making the same 
amount of aid far more potent in the cooperatives than on pri¬ 
vate farms. 

Common labor and good work organization represent a huge 
source of strength. There is no need to prove, for example, that 
two hundred men in a coordinated effort are capable of far more 
accomplishment than the same number of men working one by 
one. Common labor is far more fruitful; which is a decisive factor 
in cooperative production. Our farm cooperative system provides 
all this. With good management these factors can give a great 
boost to the economy. 

Already in my July 4, 1953, speech in Parliament dealing 
with the government program, in the course of presenting the 
plan to slow down the cooperative movement with regard to 
numbers, I stressed the principle of free choice, pointing out 
that “at the same time the government will continue to lend 
far-reaching support to the farm cooperatives, contributing 
througli loans and investments to their economic development 
and to the welfare of the members, because it is convinced that 
this is the most practical way to improve the life of the peas¬ 
antry.” 

Nor did I neglect to alert those organs for the support of the 
farm cooperatives—primarily the local councils—that day by day 
must deal practically with the problems of the cooperatives: 

Along with the general development of cooperative farming, 
our local councils should give keen attention to the socialist 
reorganization of agriculture. The economic and organizational 
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Strengthening and development of our cooperatives is a key task 
in the work of the councils. 

On the local councils especially devolves the important role 
of helping the farm cooperatives increase their income and help¬ 
ing them against the enemy's disruptive aims. We must stress the 
need for defending cooperative property and for strengthening 
work discipline. With due regard for the independence of farm 
cooperatives, the executive committee of the district council 
must give increased and more expert aid in preparing and co¬ 
ordinating financial, budgetary, and production plans. The local 
council members much maintain constant and lively contact with 
the cooperatives and feel responsibility for the work of the latter. 
Special attention of every kind is to be given the weaker co¬ 
operative; let increased concern for the latter be an important 
task of our district councils. 

In my speech of September 29, 1953. at Kecskemet I clearly 
stated my stand in support of the farm cooperatives: 

Rightly the question arises of whether it is sensible to leave the 
farm cooperatives w^hen the mistakes and troubles that occasioned 
dissatisfaction are being radically remedied by the government. 
Should men think of leaving precisely w^hen—after much struggle 
—we finally have won out over the troubles? It goes against com¬ 
mon sense to think of doing such a thing. Would they begin 
anew the old bitter life, which they already once left because 
it was hard and devoid of promise? Should they face uncertainty 
and the difTiculties of a fresh start? This is neither wise nor 
profitable, comradesi Before taking a final step, it is worth think¬ 
ing it through—and reconsidering. 

Comrades, the waverers and prospective resignees are no less 
wrong when they blame the cooperative system for the faults 
and troubles, the low share in crops and profits. The fault lies 
not here but in bad management. Bad management unquestion¬ 
ably ruins the cooperative. However, bad management—and this 
shouldn’t be forgotten by those wanting to leave—ruins the eco¬ 
nomically far weaker private peasant holdings even more quickly. 
So let members of bad cooperatives blame not the cooperative 
but themselves for bad management. Those who leave in order 
to farm their own land, even if they work much harder, won’t 
make out as well as in the cooperative, where the same amount of 
work is far more effective and profitable than on private peasant 
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holdings by virtue of the advantages of large-scale production. 
All this is well worth thinking over before anyone decides to 
leave. 

It is also worth considering that in private enterprise each 
resignee takes on the struggles of individual existence. One should 
also remember that withdrawal ends the privileges and con¬ 
cessions due members of the cooperatives, and at the same time 
entails responsibility by the member to turn back his propor¬ 
tionate share—whidi is certainly just and fair, but burdensome 
too. I can assure those who, despite all these considerations, leave 
the cooperatives that they will soon regret it. Perceiving the effect 
of the government’s measures to foster cooperative enterprise and 
a better and richer life, they will ask to be taken back into the 
cooperative. Such persons, comrades, look on the cooperative as 
a certain man once long ago regarded the railway. At first he 
wouldn’t consider riding under any conditions; he preferred to 
walk. But then, when the train had left him behind, he regretted 
his decision. These men will also regret being left behind by the 
cooperative. 

Withdrawal, as it is known, is regulated by the decree of the 
Minister of Agriculture. All resignees must heeti its provisions 
carefully. Infractions, comrades, will clash with the law and 
will result in punishment. 

At the Bacsmegye Cooperative Conference in September, 
1953, I said: 

In connection with withdrawal, acts committed against co¬ 
operative property will be more gravely regarded. Cooperative 
property is no free-for-all but stands under the law’s protection. 
The government program has created and assures production 
and the security of property in agriculture. Indubitably this 
means, in the first place, the security of cooperative property. 
The law will strike with full severity against anyone who raises 
a hand against it, and the law will be enforced effectively by 
our organizations of law and public order. 

At the same time I emphasized further that the government 
would care increasingly for the farm cooperatives because “both 
government and Party are unalterably of the opinion that co¬ 
operative farming is the sole viable and effective road to in- 
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creasing agricultural production and improving the lot of the 
peasantry.” This opinion of mine can scarcely be regarded as 
an attempt to undermine the cooperative movement, as the 
charges against me now proclaim. 

I could go on endlessly with quotations and references that 
clearly and convincingly prove tliat in the matter of socialist 
reorganization in agriculture I stand on the basis of Marxism- 
Leninism, and that my view is no right-wing deviation. But 
such evidence also proves that tlie charges against me arc base¬ 
less common libels. All this, incidentally, shows that there are 
sharp conflicts between the pseudoradical excesses of “left- 
wing” views and my views regarding the socialist reorganization 
of agriculture. 

Rakosi, Gerd, Hegedus, Matolcsi, or others, when accusing 
me, at least miglit have taken the trouble to quote the objec¬ 
tionable parts of my speeches or writings. Instead, they make 
general statements and falsify my views. For example, I never 
held the view that small and medium-sized peasant holdings 
automatically develop in the direction of socialism within the 
limits of small-scale production, as Andras Hegedus charged. 
On this question I wrote as follows: 

By contrast with the rapid expansion of heavy industry, agricul¬ 
ture lags more and more. We cannot count on the possibility of 
catalytic development, i.e., that nationalized industry will auto¬ 
matically carry agriculture along with it. There is a basic dif¬ 
ference between the two: one is a socialist economic type or at 
least is surely developing in that direction, the other is a diver¬ 
sified small-scale economic type which from day to day breathes 
capitalism. It is the task of the cooperative movement to close 
the rift apparent at the present developmental phase of the Peo¬ 
ple’s Democracy; to create the conditions for the development of 
agriculture’s productive forces; to put production on the basis 
of expanded crop rotation and stockpiling; and, by bringing into 
being the main conditions for the cohesive unity of our people’s 
economy, to guide agriculture to the road leading toward social¬ 
ism. 

I think it is clear that this substantially differs from what 
Andras Hegedus stated. 
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Hegeclus likewise knowingly prevaricates when he writes 
that, as a result of the spread of right-wing views, “uncertainty 
arose among members of cooperatives and led to many with¬ 
drawals and to the disbanding of many cooperatives in 1953 
and 1954.” Here Hegedus tries to pin the responsibility for 
this as well on the right-wingers, meaning Imre Nagy. Andras 
Hegedus simply acts as if he didn’t know what he knows just as 
well as I do. For the June resolution plainly states that the farm 
cooperatives must be allowed to disband if they wish to do so, 
and explains why. Therefore this is no right-wing view but part 
of the June resolution, which comprises the basis of the guiding 
principles contained in the Central Committee’s March resolu¬ 
tion. It should also be noted that the above directive with ref¬ 
erence to the cooperatives did not get into the Central Commit¬ 
tee’s resolution by accident but was proposed by the Soviet 
comrades. Mdtyas Rikosi on several occasions tried to shift the 
responsibility to Beria, with a view to compromising both the 
June resolution and those who carried out its provisions. For 
this he has frecpiently sought Istvan Dobi’s backing—whether 
successfully or not I do not know. However, the fact is that 
when we expressed some anxiety concerning the question of the 
farm cooperatives at the June, 1953, Moscow conference, Com¬ 
rade Molotov (and not Beria) reassured us as follows: “The 
farm cooperatives must not be disbanded by fiat, but, should 
they choose to disband voluntarily, they shouldn’t be hindered. 
No harm will come of it.’’ Thus, and for this reason, did the 
June resolution provide for the free disbandment of coopera¬ 
tives which the “left-wingers” now seek to call right-wing de¬ 
viation so as to forge a weapon against me. But the facts remain 
facts despite all falsification. 

The conclusions of the Central Committee’s June resolution 
dealing with farm cooperatives and the advice of the Soviet com¬ 
rades proved correc t and were direct consequences of the brutal 
and widespread violation of the principle of free choice for the 
sake of exaggerated collectivization by intimidation and fi¬ 
nancial pressure (taxes, crop requisitions, etc.), and by the 
application of punishments and other lawless procedures, in 
the course of which dissatisfaction in the villages flared high, 
and hundreds upon hundreds of unviable farm cooperatives 
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came into existence wherein the forcibly recruited members 
simply did not wwlc. 

Moreover, the Central Committee’s June, 1953, resolution 
and the Soviet comrades’ advice also proved correct in another 
respect. In the period between 1949 and June, 1953, owing to 
excessive industrialization and to the excessive development of 
heavy industry which sapped the country’s material resources 
to an extraordinary degree, the leaders not only neglected agri¬ 
culture in general—in consequence of which production fell— 
but neglected the financial, organizational, and political 
strengthening of the young, weak cooperatives battling against 
initial difficulties; factors w^iich by the summer of 1953 had 
plunged the whole cooperative movement into crisis and po¬ 
tential catastrophe—in consequence of the views and policies 
of those ‘'left-wdngers” who then, as now, like to describe them¬ 
selves as champions of the cooperative movement. 

We must also deal with Erno Gero’s extreme “left-wing"’ 
agrarian views, before they bring about even greater chaos in 
the ranks of the Party and grievously damage our people’s econ¬ 
omy. The economic policies represented and directed by Erno 
Gero once did bring us to the brink of catastrophe in the sum¬ 
mer of 1953, and according to the conclusions of the Central 
Committee’s session of June, 1953, were irresponsibly reckless 
policies. Then his anti-Party and antipeople views were revealed 
by unlimited forced industrialization, resulting in an overex¬ 
panded heavy industry that lacked the necessary conditions for 
development. Now, as he declared in his June 12, 1955, Szabad 
Nep article, “On the Way Up,’’ he wants to put into operation 
the same conception in our agrarian development. In those days, 
as we know% Ern 5 Gero excused the forced speed-up of indus¬ 
trialization in the raised Five-Year Plan by saying, among other 
things, that without this the socialist reorganization of agricul¬ 
ture could not be realized, on the other hand, he excused the 
forced speed-up of farm collectivization by saying that without 
it socialist industrialization could not be realized. He linked 
both aims to the prospect of a significant rise in living stand¬ 
ards. In the course of the Five-Year Plan he didn’t take into ac¬ 
count the fact that for long years to come excessive industrial¬ 
ization would deprive our producers and consumers of the re- 
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sources of the people s economy, while, on the other hand, the 
increase in the number of workers and the increased need to 
import raw materials require a significant increase in food pro¬ 
duction, even in the event of only a minimal increase in living 
standards. It became evident that agricultural production could 
not be increased simultaneously with forced collectivization. 
The speeding of the socialist reorganization of agriculture pre¬ 
supposes a great increase in agriculture’s productive forces, 
which would devolve primarily on heavy industry and the build¬ 
ing industries. Inasmuch as heavy industry, under the First 
Five-Year Plan, primarily produced for itself—as a result of the 
improper trend of forced industrialization—the quantitative 
increase of industrial goods produced for agriculture lagged far 
behind the needs, in fact fell off in many areas. Yet, concur¬ 
rently, the accelerated collectivization of agriculture demanded 
significant food reserves to insure proper supply of the working 
class and city dwellers in general; but we have not had such re¬ 
serves since 1951, precisely because of the grave financial sacri¬ 
fices demanded by forced industrialization. 

One of the most important lessons of the First Five-Year Plan 
was that the resources of our people’s economy cannot assure 
the simultaneous realization of two goals so huge as forced so¬ 
cialist industrialization and the forced collectivization of agri¬ 
culture. 

It seems Gero either forgot this or, worse still, in the face of 
all experience, now is repeating the past mistakes that severely 
damaged our people’s economy. 

Gero now goes so far that, after the increased forced indus¬ 
trial development of the Five-Year Plan—which without the 
June resolution and the subsequent New Course would have 
imperiled the existence of the People’s Democracy—he proceeds 
to announce his plan for intensified collectivization. In the years 
1949 through 1952 it was proved that the raising of agricultural 
production and living standards is an empty phrase when cou¬ 
pled with extreme industrialization and the emergency develop¬ 
ment of heavy industry. Party and state documents as well as 
statistical data show that agricultural production, and with it 
the living standards of the workers, have greatly declined. Now 
Emo Ger 5 , simultaneously with a crash program for heavy in- 
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dustry, would have the Party and state plan not only to increase 
agricultural production significantly, but also to realize the 
plan for intensified collectivization. In the course of the First 
Five-Year Plan the country could not bear the double load of 
extreme industrialization and the increase of agricultural pro¬ 
duction; so at this point we can still less realize the triple pro¬ 
gram of extreme industrialization, forced collectivization, and 
the increase of agricultural production without a drastic decline 
in the living standards of the workers. 

In the question of collectivization, Erno Gero goes beyond 
the resolution of the Third Party Congress when in the above- 
mentioned article he declares that conditions for collectiviza¬ 
tion are better in Hungary than formerly in the Soviet Union, 
since we enjoy more and better-developed technical facilities. 
By this he essentially says, if they could achieve mass collectiv¬ 
ization in the Soviet Union under less favorable conditions, 
why could we not realize it under better conditions? In other 
words, Gerd in this article goes beyond the Third Congress and 
the March resolution of the Central Committee by proclaiming 
what amounts to mass collectivization. This would be a matter 
for careful thought, even if technical facilities were the sole 
condition essential to collectivization. On the basis of Marxist- 
Eeninist teachings, however, we knew that it is only one con¬ 
dition among manv. The teachings of the classic Marxists are 
well known, espet ially as regards the problem of leading the 
peasants of countries such as ours toward collectivization. Any¬ 
one who claims that technical facilities are the sole condition 
for collectivization opposes Marxist-Leninist teachings, or, in 
other words, proclaims collectivization by force. 

In our case the simultaneous realization of the tw^o goals of 
increased collectivization and increased agTicultural production 
is even less feasible. For this there are precedents and facts that 
Gero simply ignores, not daring to face them because that would 
reveal his sectarian anti-Marxist views. This is why he doesn’t 
write one word about either the special conditions in our coun¬ 
try (conditions which, incidentally, apply to all countries where 
capitalism and private property have deep roots among the 
peasantry), or the differences between our situation and that of 
the Soviet Union that slow down and hinder collectivization. 
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matters Lenin discussed so extensively and intensively. Uncon¬ 
cerned with all this, Erno Gero reaches the anti-Marxist sec¬ 
tarian conclusion that the transition from private farming to 
socialist cooperative farming may be even swifter than it was 
in the Soviet Union. Gero, and with him Rakosi and others, 
has fallen into the error most dangerous to revolutionaries— 
that of mistaking their own fancies for reality. Another and no 
lesser fault of theirs is the attempt to solve with revolutionary 
rules the most crucial and complex question of the transition 
—socialism’s most decisive economic problem—instead of taking 
the course of gradual development via progressive reforms in 
the economic field; and this, amid the conditions of socialist 
construction, involves the grave violation of the objective laws 
regarding progress. 

I do not know to what extent the Party leadership espouses 
the guiding principles and practical goals enunciated by Gero 
in connection with the socialist reorganization of agriculture in 
the Party press and in other articles. For it is evident that not 
only is there an essential difference between the June, 1953, 
resolution and that of March, and the Party’s agricultural reso¬ 
lution with regard to the collectivization of agriculture, but 
there are also differenc es betw^een these resolutions and the arti¬ 
cles on that portion of the resolutions which pertains to the 
socialist reorganization of agriculture, as in the case of Gero’s 
article. These articles increased the already notable chaos in the 
theoretical and practical field. The Party resolutions do not 
clarify the proper Marxist-Leninist standpoint in the question 
of collectivization as it relates to the special conditions prevail¬ 
ing in Hungary. This uncertainty becomes more apparent if in 
certain important areas w^e compare the guiding principles and 
practical aims of the March resolution, and this year’s June reso¬ 
lution for developing agriculture, with the theoretical and 
practical aims of the Polish United Workers Party. The August 
3 and August 4, i9.5r7» i^^^ues of the Polish Party organ Tryhuna 
Ludu, in discussing the Polish Central Committee’s agricul¬ 
tural resolution, state among other things that they wish to 
foster an increase in the production of independent farmers. 
They also wish to increase the use of machinery on independent 
holdings and, with the help of modern techniques, will increase 
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the yield per acre on independent farms. Trybuna Ludu points 
out that the Central Committee has also decided to create a 
central type of cooperative, and stresses that the fears, doubts, 
and prejudices of the independent farmers must be gradually 
dispersed. According to the program of the Polish Party’s Cen¬ 
tral Committee, during the period of the next Five-Year Plan 
in Polish agriculture the independent peasant farms will be in 
the majority. According to the Central Committee’s decision a 
dynamic fight will be waged against all those who distort the 
policy of isolating and restricting the kulaks. These excesses be¬ 
fore all else find expression in the practice of treating peasants 
with medium holdings as kulaks, undermining the productive 
capacity of kulak farms, and seeking to liquidate them. 

Speaking of due processes of law, the Polish Central Commit¬ 
tee assures the independently working peasants that their per¬ 
sonal property will be protected under the constitution of the 
Polish People’s Democracy. ‘*The working peasant is entitled to 
demand,” writes Trybuna Ludu, “that the state justly establish 
the amount of his crop obligations, and that his requests and 
complaints receive thorough, humane consideration.” The Pol¬ 
ish Party regarded all these measures as essential because it is 
convinced that without increasing the production of independ¬ 
ent farmers there can be no general rise in agricultural pro¬ 
duction. 

Concurrently with these measures, the resolution of the Pol¬ 
ish Party’s Central Committee has decided to establish viable 
cooperatives, and on this basis has combined the bolstering of 
agricultural production with the promotion of the cooperative 
movement. Thus, on the basis of progressive development, col¬ 
lectivization can be reconciled with increased production. We 
too could achieve this by establishing our farm policies on the 
theoretical basis of the June policy, the policy of the New 
Course. Now the agricultural resolution of the Polish Party’s 
Central Committee in essence parallels our June policy as the 
basis for solving agriculture’s two essential goals: increased pro¬ 
duction and a fostering of the farm cooperative movement. 

Why, then, should Marxist-Leninist policy, as carried out in 
the Polish People’s Democracy, be regarded in the Hungarian 
People’s Democracy as opportunist, anti-Marxist, harmful right- 
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wing deviation? Or could it be said that the Poles also have 
strayed onto this dangerous path? 

For here in Hungary the Central Committee’s March and 
April resolutions, and the flood of articles that arose in their 
wake, characterized as harmful, anti-Marxist, opportunist, right- 
wing deviation, and as an anti-Party and antipeople attitude, 
all that the Polish Party’s Central Committee approved in its 
resolution. Should anyone here try to espouse these same views, 
as I have done, I think he too would meet with my fate as fore- 
shadowed by the Central Committee’s March and April resolu¬ 
tion. 

It is also apparent, from the resolution of the Polish Party’s 
Central Committee, that it is not an anti-Marxist right-wing 
deviation nor an anti-Party and antipeople attitude if one does 
not envisage the collectivization of the majority of the peasant 
holdings in the Second Five-Year Plan; that it is not a right- 
wing deviation if one holds that, in the promotion of coopera¬ 
tives, gradual progress and the introduction of an intermediate 
type of cooperative and a more moderate tempo are feasible; 
that it is not right-wing deviation or an anti-Marxist stand if, 
in the interest of bolstering the production of independent 
farms, one should desire to assure the use of machinery for 
them: just as we do not sin against the Marxist-Leninist theory 
of crop rotation and the Marxist view on the possibility of ex¬ 
panded crop rotation on independent peasant holdings when 
we aim to increase the productive forces on peasant farms and 
step up the yield per acre; that the increased productivity and 
acreage yield of peasant holdings does not contradict but sup¬ 
plements the gradual transition to collective large-scale farm¬ 
ing. We must also establish that it is not opportunism, not a 
harmful right-wing deviation or anti-Party and antipeople pol¬ 
icy, to direct the main fire against those who distort the policy 
of restricting and isolating the kulaks, against those who under¬ 
mine the productive capacity of kulak farms and seek their 
liquidation. The Polish Party’s Central Committee acts in the 
spirit of Marxism-Leninism when, in place of obligatory sales to 
the state, it increases the wider application of contractual sales 
of the peasants’ surplus grain. 

Here in Hungary the opposite of all this happens. What for 
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the Polish Party is a guiding principle and a practical aim with 
regard to the activity of Party and state, we find in our circles to 
be an anti-Party, in fact an antipcople, stand that must be prose¬ 
cuted and calls for the gravest Party discipline and stigma. 
Justly, the question arises as to which stand is right. Is it, or is 
it not, the Marxist-Leninist stand? A clarification of this as a 
matter of principle, in the true Party spirit, is a task that can¬ 
not be side-stepped, that must not be “settled” peremptorily 
with the throttling of all criticism. 



Chapter 13. 


The Question of Independent 
Peasant Farms 


In the March resolution and in the writings that appeared 
thereafter it became customary to generalize the charges, and 
even if they didn’t specifically say so, these charges implied 
right-wing deviation; and by right-wing deviation the accusers 
meant primarily me. It is therefore also necessary for me to 
touch on cases where the charges are directed against me without 
mentioning me by name. The March resolution asserts the fol¬ 
lowing: 

The working peasants are hoodwinked by those who claim that 
through independent farming the mass of peasants wa*th small or 
medium holdings can attain a high degree of prosperity, and 
that an agriculture consisting of many hundreds of thousands of 
independent peasant farmers can become flourishing and exem¬ 
plary without the formation of cooperatives. 

Just as in the case of other charges, the resolution does not 
bother to state who said this and when. I certainly never held 
or promulgated any such views. So far as I am concerned both 
premises are false. By way of demonstrating this and clarifying 
my position, I should like to quote a few characteristic passages 
from which my views on this question may be judged. A much 
more thorough knowledge of my views can be gained by those 
who take the trouble to read my published speeches and writ- 
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ings, provided they have access also to those that were arbitrarily 
removed from circulation. 

In the light of a few quotations let us see what I said then, 
and still say now, about these two main questions: 

A. What possibilities are there for the promotion of produc¬ 
tive forces on independent peasant farms? What about 
the question of expanded crop rotation? 

B. Is it with or without the promotion of cooperatives that 
agi'iculture can be made to prosper and to progress to¬ 
ward socialism? 

Let us see what I wrote with regard to these questions. 

A. What possibilities for the development of productive 
forces do small holdings and cooperatives afford? 

On peasant holdings the outlook for technical development is 
limited. No matter how much capital or what type of machines 
are used by the small farmer, this can develop production only 
to a limited extent. A large-scale use of technical facilities is not 
possible or even economical, and does not result in a proportion¬ 
ate increase of production. This is not true of the cooperatives. 
They afford almost limitless possibilities for the use of mechanical 
and scientific advances. The productivity of labor—low on inde¬ 
pendent peasant farms—is incomparably greater in cooperatives. 

I said this in a speech at the activist session of the Agrarian 
Political Committee on May 19, 1948. It strikes me as a clear and 
proper stand, which shows no sign of right-wing deviation or 
any distortion of Marxism-Leninism. 

But let us proceed. In this same speech I go on to say: 

We must also lead our agriculture in a direction that assures 
the concentration of capital and labor, creates reserves, and ex¬ 
pands intensified production. Without these it is vain to speak 
of the peasantry’s new form of life, culture, and prosperity. If 
we do not achieve the latter, all remains empty talk. Intensified 
crop rotation assures the material basis for the development of 
production, culture, and prosperity. So the road we must take 
is the road of cooperative development. 

At the Baesmegye Farm Cooperative Conference on Septem¬ 
ber 29, 1953, I explained the reasons for this: 
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Today, too, an acre is only an acre. We cannot perform 
miracles. We must assure our people of rising living standards and 
greater satisfaction. This, however, cannot be realized through 
peasant production on small holdings. P'or this cooperative 
production is needed, which through the voluntary association 
of many small peasant farms gives its members the possibility 
of large-scale j)roduction with all its advantages. Through co¬ 
operatives we gain more land. He who cannot make out on a plot 
of a few acres finds almost limitless possibilities as a member of 
a cooperative: he becomes part owner of a great agricultural 
plant. On small holdings each farmer struggles by himself. In the 
cooperative many families can surmount all difficulties through 
the strength of large-scale operations. The independent farmer 
assumes responsibility for all the risks of production. A cow dies 
and he feels it for a long time. A bad harvest can ruin him. Es¬ 
sentially this is why independent small peasant farms, despite 
the government’s far-reaching help, support, and liberal conces¬ 
sions, inescapably lag behind the cooperatives in both production 
and profits. On small peasant farms there are strict limits to the 
development of production. The cooperative is that form of 
farming wherein agriculture finds limitless possibilities. 

Our whole people’s economy, the raising of the workers' living 
standards, and the peasantry’s social, economic, and cultural 
progress demand the full and unequivocal support of cooperative 
production. 

I believe this is a clear and frank statement, which most cer¬ 
tainly did not aim at deceiving the working peasants, as the 
resolution libelously declares. 

Not only did I expound the question in popular fashion, but 
also theoretically in pure Marxist-Leninist fashion. In my ac¬ 
ceptance speech at the Hungarian Academy of Science on May 

23. 1953. I said: 

The advanced techniques created by socialist industry can be 
applied only to a limited extent on independent farms; the 
latter cannot keep step with technical advances. This shows that 
those productive forces that socialist industry has brought into 
being have already outgrown the framework of independent 
productive and property relationships, and these expanded pro¬ 
ductive forces demand new conditions of production—large-scale 
production. 
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In my opening address at the January, 1951, conference of 
the Agricultural Industrial Association of Sciences, I said: 

The small-scale productive sector undoubtedly causes grave dif¬ 
ficulty in connection with the work of our agricultural industry 
and obstructs our further advance. There are two conditions we 
must meet in order to surmount these obstacles. One is the so¬ 
cialist reorganization of agriculture, the transition to large-scale 
cooperative enterprise, which, with its planned production, high 
average yield, and quality products, will be the firm basis of our 
agricultural industry. 

B. On the subject of the closely linked dual goal of produc¬ 
tion on independent peasant farms and the proinoiion of the 
cooperative movement, I quote the following from my speech 
at the Party activist meeting in Pest on July n, 195^ 

With regard to our independently working peasants, 1 men¬ 
tioned a week ago in Parliament the far-reaching measures 
whereby we desire to aid agricultural production, the degree to 
which we wish to increase investments, and the help we mean 
to assure by way of agrotechnical tools, artificial fertilizer, seed, 
credits. We affirm this promise without change, anrl will keep 
it, too. Our independently working peasant will not have long 
to wait. 

This, however, in no sense means that we will neglect coopera¬ 
tives. On the contrary, we shall be concerned with them even 
more than heretofore. Our aim—and we shall attain it—is that 
our cooperatives shall be amply productive, profitable farms, the 
source of prosperity and a happy and carefree life for their 
members. The state has every means to assure this. 

So we sec that there was no (|uestiori then, as there is no ques¬ 
tion today either, of separating the two connected tasks or of 
giving up the idea of cooperatives. At tfie same time I clearly 
established, true to the Marxist-Lcninist principles laid down in 
the June resolution, that in the interest of the general, compre¬ 
hensive, and swift acceleration of agricultural production, we 
would give extensive support to the small and medium-sized 
peasant holdings so as to insure their increased production. 
Here in Hungary, only a few years after the land reform was 
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completed, the “left-wing” fanatics, in contradiction to Lenin, 
already were speaking of the limits to the development of agri¬ 
culture s productive forces and were scoffing at the possibility 
that proper economic policies could raise the productive level 
of small-scale peasant fanning to any significant degree. This 
explains why in Hungary the “left-wing” dcviationists, despite 
a 30 per cent socialization of agriculture, have kept agricultural 
production at the prewar level, though it should exceed that 
by at least 25 to 30 per cent. With such policies we cannot 
ameliorate the situation of the workers, or strengthen the worker- 
peasant alliance and the dictatorship of the proletariat. “Any 
proletarian or representative of the proletariat,” said Lenin, 
“who docs not seek to achieve the improvement of the situa¬ 
tion of the workers in this way would actually be the accomplice 
of the White Guardists and capitalists.” 

The improper policy that the “left-wing” dcviationists pur¬ 
sue in the field of agricultural production essentially could 
produce similar consecpiences here too, whether this is intended 
or not. 

From my January, 1954, speech before Parliament on the 
government’s activities during the previous six months, I cjuote 
the following: 

The farming opportunities of the peasants with medium hold¬ 
ings, the government program, as well as the resolution dealing 
with the development of agriculture, afford great possibilities 
for increasing production. The peasants with medium holdings 
love to work, know how to farm, and if in the villages they work in 
exemplary fashion, espousing the cause of increased agricultural 
production with the good farmer's sense of resjjonsibility, if they 
spur on the weaker and less successful farmers—with their advice 
and if need be with their economic resources—increasing produc¬ 
tion by supplementing the state's extensive help with their own 
contributions and their own investments, then indubitably we 
shall meet with success in realizing the aims of the resolution. 

Parallel to the promotion of large-scale farm cooperatives, an 
indispensable condition to the swift elimination of our agricul¬ 
tural backwardness is the development of the prosperity and 
increased production of the peasants with medium holdings. The 
government's successive measures aimed at helping agriculture 



166 


IMRE NAGY 


and assuring production have strengthened a will to produce on 
the part of peasants with medium holdings. That is how it should 
be. Let them expand their farms, supplement and renew their 
mechanical and other equipment, increase their livestock herds 
to the extent that members of their family can take care of them 
and that they themselves can tend to the tasks of the farm. In 
this no one restricts them; on the contrary, the state itself greatly 
aids their economic advancement. 

Today, too, I maintain that this is the right course. Only 
malice can claim that these views represent anti-Marxist, oppor> 
tunist right-wing deviation. 

The agrarian policy that essentially denies the possibility 
of intensified crop rotation (even if in a limited way) on the 
farms of our more well-to-do small peasants, instead of doing 
everything to make the most of the opportunity, artificially 
fosters the conflicts between socialist industry and small, in¬ 
dependent peasant farms. The main reason for this lies in the 
fact that the representatives of this policy, no matter how much 
they proclaim it, do not believe in the superiority of large-scale 
production. They fear the competition of small-scale produc¬ 
tion. However, this is so only because, while aiming to increase 
the number of cooperatives, they neglect to strengthen them 
economically and organizationally this scarcely leads to a con¬ 
vincing demonstration of the superiority of large-scale produc¬ 
tion. 

The representatives of this mistaken agrarian policy fail to 
notice that we have exhausted the moral capital that the land 
reform meant to the peasantry from the standpoint of an alli¬ 
ance with the working class. As in the years previous to 1953, 
so now in consecjuence of the June, 1955, agricultural resolution, 
the working peasants’ normal farming is made so difficult that 
there is scarcely any chance for even simple replanting, not to 
speak of intensified crop rotation. In days gone by this resulted 
in a mass exodus of the working peasant from the land, and the 
present policy likewise can lead to no other result. 

Stalin said in June, 1928, that “those comrades are wrong 
who claim that the small peasant holdings have exhausted the 
possibilities of further development and that it therefore isn’t 
worth aiding them any longer. This is quite incorrect. Inde- 
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pendent peasant farming still enjoys plenty of possibilities for 
development. Only we must help it to utilize these possibilities/* 
Stalin said this when agricultural production already had 
reached and surpassed the pre-1913 level. 

In the March resolution we read the following: 

In the face of Lenin’s teachings there has been a resurgence 
of the long-disproved claim that not only the farm cooperatives 
but also the independent peasant farms are developing toward 
socialism “in their own way” and that the latter also build so¬ 
cialism. 

This is what is expounded and used against me by Andras 
Hegedus, the man wdio bears primary responsibility for the 
parlous state of Hungarian agriculture and for its lack of prog¬ 
ress, both as the former head of the Party’s agricultural division 
and as the former Minister of Agriculture and Minister of 
State Enterprises. This is the man who, without any basis, pre¬ 
tends that I represented the view that small and medium peas¬ 
ant holdings automatically develop into socialism, and that 
small and medium peasant holdings, en masse and year by year, 
are capable of systematically intensified crop rotation. 

It is worth observing what stand was adopted in the Soviet 
Union, whose experience we follow with particular attention. 
In the resolution relating thereto we read the following: 

The crudest mistake of the opposition is that it transfers, me¬ 
chanically and in toto, the factors applicable to the development 
of peasant farms in the era of capitalism to the era of the dicta¬ 
torship of the proletariat, and thus clings to the apron strings 
of bourgeois ideology. The opposition fails to see that the road 
of the villages toward progress is determined by the city’s develop¬ 
ment, and that in our circumstances the rural capitalist elements 
are confronted not only by the agricultural worker and the peas¬ 
ant of small and moderate means, but simultaneously by the 
whole system of the dictatorship of the proletariat with its own 
potent key posts (primarily in socialized industry), with the co¬ 
operatives, and with other factors within a planned agriculture. 
The opposition thereby misconstrues many key premises of Marx¬ 
ism and Leninism with regard to large-scale and small-scale pro- 
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duction and with regard to the relationship between town and 
village, industry and agriculture; and it reverts to those bourgeois 
revisionist theories which proclaim the proletarian state's ‘*Ther- 
midorist" degeneration and aver that private capital and the 
kulak operating with limited capital will vanquish the dynamic 
forces of the socialist proletariat, the whole people's economy 
and the mechanized socialist industry, which is centralized to a 
degree unknown anywhere else. . . . 

One of the main prerequisites for the Soviet Union’s develop¬ 
ment in a socialist direction is to foster the rural productive 
forces and to increase the welfare of the great peasant masses. Only 
in this way can the socialist town sweep the village with it; at the 
time time, however, we must in all ways push the gradual transi¬ 
tion of independent farms—which for a good while will represent 
the basis of our whole agriculture—toward the collective forms 
of agriculture. 

The above observations are completely applicable to the 
methods and policies of our “left-wing" extremists. 

My long-held, rightful Marxist-Leninist stand regarding in¬ 
tensified crop rotation on small and medium-sized peasant farms 
has been clearly revealed by the preceding quotations. Since 
Andras Hegedus directly accuses me of representing anti-Marx¬ 
ist views in this question too, let us add the following by way 
of supplementing the other extracts: 

Under the circumstances prevailing in a People’s Democracy, 
agriculture's productive forces develop least in the noncoopera¬ 
tive sectors. Not that the democratic government opposes such 
development—for the constant raising of the w^orkers' living 
standards demands the maximum development of agriculture's 
productive forces in the noncooperative sector too—but because 
without the advantages of cooperative association the simplified 
system of replanting, characteristic of production on small farms, 
inevitably blocks their progress. 

The quotation below also deals with this question: 

That means that hundreds of thousands of peasant farms and 
millons of farmers have no possibility for intensified crop rota¬ 
tion and accumulation, owing to the conditions of production 
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and property relationships. As a result their development lags. 
In the capitalist agricultural system of large-scale production 
there is likewise a lower level of reinvestment and accumulation 
than in industry, and since a significant portion of the produc¬ 
tion of small peasant farms is on the basis of simple replanting, 
the general development of agriculture lags far behind industrial 
development. By virtue of proportionateJy greater capital ac¬ 
cumulation the development of industry is accelerated; thus 
agriculture is left more and more behind. 

The next few lines perhaps best sunimarize all that I have 
said on this question: 

The economic basis of the people’s democracy disintegrates if, 
alongside large-scale diversified industrial production and capital 
accumulation, agriculiural production stalls at the level of today’s 
primitive, extensive, small peasant farms. 

I believe that the above cjnotations from my writings and 
speeches, which I could still expand consideraljly, (onvincingly 
prove that the charges of opportunism and anti-Marxist right- 
wing deviation leveled against me are baseless and that my ac¬ 
cusers have not even taken the trouble to examine my views. It is 
hard to determine whether ignorance of Marxism or malice plays 
the greater role in this campaign of libel. 

Characteristically, in the matters discussed in this chapter, 
my (Opponents question my Marxist-Leninist views wdien brand¬ 
ing me a right-wing deviationist. I have amply and intensively 
dealt with these matters in the spirit of Marxist-Leninist teach¬ 
ings. I have always been ready, and am ready now, to debate 
the views of erthers. But which ones among the members of the 
Political Ccjmmittee ever concerned themselves with these prob¬ 
lems? What, where, and when did they write about them? 
Now those shout loudest about right-wing deviation who for 
years were mute on crucial ejuestions and till now have done 
very little in the interest of clarifying and applying Marxism- 
Leninism to argriculture. 

Yet after the first ill-fated attempt at collectivization they 
might have realized that, in the transition period, the crucial 
questions affecting the development and fate of independent 
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peasant farms cannot and must not be '‘settled” on a superficial 
or dogmatic basis, and especially not on a demagogic basis. 

On several occasions during the past ten years I have ex¬ 
pressed my views in detail with regard to the question of 
independent peasant farms, both in a theoretical and a practical 
way. Among the more important of these utterances I refer to 
my opening address delivered on June 29, 1947, at the first 
national cooperative conference of the Hungarian Communist 
Party, and also to my speech of May 19, 1948, at the activist ses¬ 
sion of the Agrarian Political Committee and to my papers, “The 
Significance of the Cooperative in the Development of Agricul¬ 
ture” and “1948-49 Debate on Questions Relating to Peasants 
with Medium-Sized Holdings.” In these speeches and writings 
I dealt intensively with the complex interrelated problems con¬ 
nected with the development of farm cooperatives and inde¬ 
pendent peasant holdings, and with the socialist reorganization 
of agriculture. Tfie experiences and events of the past seven 
years have fully vindicated my stand and my views. For, just 
seven years ago, I outlined the developments to be expected. 
Looking back over this period, the facts already liave proved 
the rightness of my stand. 

In these days when in the face of all experience the old 
mistakes crop up again under conditions graver than in the past, 
I find it necessary to revitalize the key standpoints relating to 
the progress of independent peasant farms toward socialism. 
I wish to stress that the development toward socialism of our 
whole People’s Democracy and of the people’s economy, includ¬ 
ing agriculture, and the socialistic progress of small and me¬ 
dium-sized peasant farms under the conditions of proletarian 
dictatorship (People’s Democracy) undoubtedly is not identical 
with the “grafting” of peasant farms onto socialism. The 
identification or confusion of one with the other is either 
ignorance or demagoguery. Regarding the development of 
small-scale peasant farms toward socialism, Stalin wrote as fol- 
ows: 


Peasant farms are not capitalist farms. Peasant farms, for the 
most part, are a form of small-scale production. But what do we 
mean thereby? They constitute an economic type halfway be- 
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tween capitalism and socialism. They may develop toward capi¬ 
talism, as in capitalist countries, or toward socialism, as in our 
country under the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

It is evident that this is not a question of two different ways 
of building socialism, nor of small-scale farming being in itself 
a socialist type of economy, but of the mode of progress of dif¬ 
fering agricultural sectors and of the transition of the independ¬ 
ent sector into the cooperative sector. Under our prevailing 
circumstances, in accordance with proper Marxist-Leninist eco¬ 
nomic policy, the independent small and medium-sized peasant 
holdings can develop only toward socialism. But they become 
large-scale socialist enterprises—which in agriculture means the 
victory of socialism—only by coalescing into farm cooperatives. 
Of this I wrote as follows: 

The main road of agriculture—this is unquestionable—will 
be the road of cooperative association. But, until this becomes 
the sole road, progress will take other paths too. Basically there 
will be two roads to progress side by side; the cooperative and 
the noncooperative roads. In fact, for a fairly long stretch, co¬ 
operative development itself essentially will take two parallel 
roads along the way to the simplified and more advanced form 
of cooperative association. It would be wrong to think that only 
cooperative forms distinguish the two. The more advanced type, 
i.e. the farm cooperative, produces a proportionately greater 
development of the productive forces constituting the prerequi¬ 
sites for the creation of the concentration of material means and 
labor, without which a dynamic production increase, approaching 
the development of industry’s level, is not possible. The simpler 
type of cooperative does not bring into being a significant con¬ 
centration of material means and labor, and though through a 
certain broadening of productive forces, it nevertheless restricts 
them within narrow limits, thus providing a slower transition to 
socialism as compared with the higher type of cooperative which 
accelerates this transition and the raising of the level of produc¬ 
tion. We must therefore be prepared to find that the development 
of agriculture in the People’s Democratic sector also will be very 
uneven. Besides the cooperative sector—in which, as we have seen 
above, there will be significant differences in principle—we must 
also reckon with a noncooperative sector which is not restricted 
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only to the kulaks but embraces other strata of the peasantry. 

It would be wrong to regard the noncooperative agricultural 
sector simply as a capitalist sector. True, in this sector we find 
the capitalistic kulak farms, yet mostly there are the peasants with 
small and medium-sized holdings who with their own work main¬ 
tain small-scale farms which by virtue of their dual nature are 
not capitalist enterprises. But even the noiicooperative sector as 
a whole cannot be considered a capitalist sector because the con¬ 
ditions of its development have been decisively changed by the 
democratic transformation of our economy, with the nationaliza¬ 
tion of large-scale industry and the big banks, and the economic 
effect of this will be felt in the noncooperative sector as well. 
Thus the capitalistic tendencies evident even on small-scale farms 
will be restricted more and more in the course of development. 
The uneven development described above is clearly apparent—• 
even if to a gradually diminishing ilegree—and will persist during 
a significant stage of development. But that does not mean the 
cooperative sector will advance toward socialism while the non- 
cooperative sector retrogresses toward capitalism. It means that, 
with the exception of kulak-capitalist farming, the noncoopera¬ 
tive sector also will take the road toward socialism and thus arrive 
at the decisive step: the transition from independent fanning to 
cooperative farming. This circumstance automatically decided 
the (jiiestion of whether—political considerations apart—we should, 
from an economic standpoint, strive for the greatest possible 
development of productive forces in the noncooperative sector 
too, and, if we did so, w^hether we wTiuld not thereby strengthen 
capitalistic tendencies in agriculture. We may ascertain, on the 
above basis, that we would not. (Certain capitalistic perils un¬ 
doubtedly exist, mainly in the event that our People’s Democratic 
political power and economic development should suffer a sudden 
decline through internal or external forces. 

The uneven development within agriculture undoubtedly is 
only a transitional phase; development leads toward equalization, 
and in this the cooperative movement will have a decisive role. 
Equalization will appear first in the cooperative sector—in the 
highest type of cooperatives, where the development of produc¬ 
tive forces is based on the greatest concentration of material 
means and labor, making it possible to exploit all the advantages 
of large-scale production and all the advances of science and tech¬ 
nology. For the time being such collective association is limited, 
to be sure, but its significance and effect are prodigious, because 
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in startling fashion it increases the productive forces and condi¬ 
tions which assure a flourishing growth to those very farms that 
till now, on the basis of independent farming, were incapable 
even of simple replanting. Undoubtedly such collective association 
will significantly and swiftly raise the level of farming. 

Simple collective association not based on the concentration 
of material means and labor (procurement, marketing and credit 
associations, etc.) uncjuestionably also encourages the develop¬ 
ment of productive forces, which in the more advanced stage 
of progress will provide the decisive masses of the peasantry 
with the basis for the transition from simple cooperative associa¬ 
tion to the highest type of cooperative. 

With regard to the progress toward socialism of the socialist 
transformation of agriculture, I wrote as follows: 

We should be aware that the noncooperative sector in agricul¬ 
ture—though it will also exist for a fairly long time—is a tran¬ 
sitory phenomenon. For beyond any doubt, as between the two 
roads of development, the one that wins and becomes the sole 
and main road of development will be the one that achieves the 
most advanced form of production and thereby raises agriculture 
and the peasantry, both economically and in terms of everyday 
life, to a higher level. This will undoubtedly be the cooperative. 
The gradual transition of the noncooperative sector into the 
cooperative sector, and thus the creation of a uniform coopera¬ 
tive agriculture through the liquidation of the noncooperative 
sector, will be fostered first by those great material advantages 
that the cooperative alone can assure to the peasantry; secondly, 
by the planned economy and its effects, which, in the interest 
of stimulating production, encourages the small-scale producer 
to choose the road of cooperative association; and thirdly, by the 
elimination and liquidation of capitalism in other sectors of our 
economy, which will break the last links between agriculture and 
capitalism. Developments unquestionably are heading in this 
direction, and the prospects clearly indicate the victory of the 
cooperative way. At the present stage, however, we are still far 
from this and face a long journey before reaching our goal. 

One must remember that I said all this nearly seven years 
ago, in December, 1948, before our economy had completely 
adopted Marxist terminology. The road I outlined is equally 
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proper and practical from an economic and political stand¬ 
point. That is why I still support it today and recommend it as 
a Party program. I dare propose this all the more because it 
was Lenin who established and worked out the theoretic bases 
for such a peasant policy, and the policy adopted in the resolu¬ 
tions of the Bolshevik Party is such a policy. In the resolution 
adopted at the Russian Communist (Bolshevik) Party’s Twelfth 
Congress on questions concerning the peasantry, farming econ¬ 
omy, and collectivization we read the following: 

Our Party, at whatever point in its deliberations, must not for 
an instant forget or be unmindful of the really crucial significance 
of the peasant economy. To disregard this circumstance even to a 
minor degree would wTeak countless dangers both in the eco¬ 
nomic and political field, for inevitably it would undermine or 
weaken the alliance of the proletariat and the peasantry, the 
peasantry’s confidence in the proletariat; and that alliance and 
confidence, in this historic era of transition, is one of the main 
supports of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and to guard and 
strengthen it is the basic condition for the firmness of Soviet 
power. Consequently this is the Party’s main task. 

We must be sure to recall the resolutions of the previous Party 
congresses, which rightly stressed that the peasantry can be con¬ 
vinced only by objective proof of the rightness of socialist meth¬ 
ods in agriculture, i.e., only if over the years we demonstrate to 
the peasantry in a practical manner the fact that collective farm¬ 
ing is economically more advantageous, more sensible, etc. 

The resolutions of the Bolshevik Party’s Fifteenth Congress, 
which \vere forged in the battle against the extremist “left- 
wing” Trotskyist opposition, asserted among other things: 

A very important premise of Lenin’s, which serves as the basis 
for our whole economic orientation—namely the premise that 
proletarian industry must produce cheaper goods for the peasant 
than the capitalist order provided—has evidently been held in 
scorn by the opposition. In sharp contrast to Lenin, the opposi¬ 
tion has set up the thesis that more must be taken from the 
peasant than the old order took, that the policy of raising the 
already excessive prices should be continued, etc., etc. Only under 
the sharpest critical pressure could the opposition be forced to 
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give up this policy, which is the policy of breaking with the 
peasantry, the policy of plundering the working consumer. . . . 
In sharp opposition to Lenin, who warned against “ultraindus¬ 
trialist” views; who stressed the need of marching shoulder to 
shoulder with the decisive masses of the peasantry; and who 
rejected such superficial phrases as “peasant obtuseness.”. . . The 
Trotskyist opposition urges that we proceed without the decisive 
masses of the peasantry on a course that inescapably would bank¬ 
rupt our Party’s policies. 

We must at all costs avoid this peril, which again threatens 
us. The only way to do so is to return to Lenin’s teachings on 
the peasant question. 



Chapter 74. 


Production, Standard of Living, 
and Economic Planning 


In the spirit of the June resolution, the October, 195.^* session 
of the Central Committee summarized the major tasks of eco¬ 
nomic policy as follows: 

In the future, the primary goal of our economic policy will be 
to raise constantly and considerably the standard of living of the 
people, especially that of the working class; to imj^rove the social 
and cultural situation of the workers; and to continue at a slower 
pace the socialist policy of industrialization, which will remain 
the main line of our Party. In accordance with this, the pace of 
industrialization must be retarded, especially the pace in the 
development of heavy industry, and plans for economic develop¬ 
ment as well as relevant investments must be reviewed. On the 
other hand, investments in agriculture must be raised, and agri¬ 
cultural production and yield must he increased, including that 
of the independent peasants. The numerical increase of the pro¬ 
ducer cooperatives must be slowed down. 

In the accusation directed at me, the March resolution of 
the Central Committee states the following: *‘To speak of rais¬ 
ing the standard of living while ignoring the economic pre¬ 
requisites thereto is nothing but cheap demagogy, misleading 
to the people.” In an article entitled “The Work Program of the 
Working People,” Szabad Nep of April 24, 1955, said, “The 
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right-wing deviationists with their harmful policies . . . actu¬ 
ally wanted to force on the party a policy of undermining the 
standard of living.” This statement is a lie, the unavowed pur¬ 
pose of which is to erase from memory those antidemocratic 
regulations by which the standard of living of our working peo¬ 
ple had been intentionally and consistently lowered for years. 
The “left-wing” extremists did not give up their efforts in this 
direction during the time of the New Course either. Some of 
them attempted simply to thwart the regulations aimed at rais¬ 
ing tlie workers’ standard of living, while others took positive 
action to reduce the standard of living. Acting without the 
knowledge of the government, the Economic Policy Committee 
enacted a number of resolutions and took action on the basis 
of these resolutions—which it had no right to do in any case 
—and this action caused a great deterioration in the economic, 
social, and cultural status of persons living on wages and sal¬ 
aries, especially industrial workers. The Economic Policy Com¬ 
mittee did not attempt to remedy the economic situation by 
increasing produc tion; it sought to do so purely by economizing. 
IIoAvcver, it attempted to effect all economies at the expense of 
the worker. The idcologTal basis for this harmful, antiworker 
action was derived from Maiyas R.ikosi’s assertion that sup¬ 
posedly our workers live “extravagantly.” The so -called economy 
regulations were proposed in this spirit. The regulations pro¬ 
vide that the following savings must be achieved in 1955: 290 
million forints in social insurance, 74 million forints in state- 
subsidized sports, 34 million forints at day homes and nurseries, 
j^oo million forints by decreasing state subsidies to factory can¬ 
teens, 40 million forints in the field of health foods, 300 million 
forints through the introduction of a new pension plan, and 
100 million forints through the reduction of travel at discount 
rates. Only the blind could fail to see that the “left-wing” ex¬ 
tremists were directing their attack primarily at the workers’ 
standard of living, calling it “economy” necessitated by the 
workers’ supposedly “extravagant” mode of living. 

But they didn’t forget the peasants either. Upon instruction 
from the committee, the Ministry of Finance prepared a pro¬ 
posal increasing the taxes of the peasants by 600 million forints 
and raising local taxes by 200 million forints. It was I who took 
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a stand against this crude attack on the workers’ standard of 
living launched under the pretext of “economy.” As a result of 
my stand, many of the unjustified “economy” regulations were 
successfully prevented and the interests of the workers were 
protected. I brought up this question very pointedly at the 
October, 1954, session of the Central Committee; I outlined the 
situation and expressed riiy point of view, with which the Cen¬ 
tral Committee agreed entirely. 

It is characteristic that the Economic Policy Committee did 
not make a single proposal for increasing production or for 
realigning industry, although it had been instructed to do so. 
Neither did it ever do any preparatory work that would have 
made possible tlie actual reduction of production costs. Yet, at 
that time, the w^ork of the committee w^as under the direction 
of Ernb Gerd and Istvan Friss, tlie very people who accuse me of 
opportunism and right-w’ing deviation for neglecting the prob¬ 
lem of reducing production costs, whereas it is a proved fact 
that I paid no less attention to these probems than they did. 
Gero and Friss, whose duty it would have been, and who had 
been instructed to work out for the government proposals for 
measures to increase productivity and to reduce production 
costs, did not solve these problems—they did not even take them 

In 1947 I had already emphasized the economic significance 
and the close connection between the people’s standard of liv¬ 
ing on the one hand, and increased production and the develop 
ment of the forces of production on the other. At that time, 
among other things, I wrote the following on this subject: 

The difficult economic situation of the country, the increase in 
the standard of living inherent in the democratic system, and 
social development in general compel us to produce more and to 
develop the forces of production. ... If the economic plans are 
to promote development, they must not be confined to increasing 
the productive forces of agriculture, but must play a guiding role 
in all sectors of the economy in the fight against plutocracy. 

At the October, 1954, session, where I took a stand against 
the resistance manifested to the implementation of the June 
policy, I emphasized, with the complete agreement of the Cen- 
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tral Committee, that socialism cannot be built by narrowing 
the basis of production but only by broadening it; not by 
restricting or neglecting the material interest of the producer 
but by augmenting it; not by discouraging the buyers but by 
increasing the stock of merchandise. In any case, tlie members 
of the (central C>.omnuttee arc familiar with the speech I made 
at the October session; it is worth rereading that speech in 
connection with tlie charges brought against me, so that the mem¬ 
bers can convince themselves that these charges have no founda¬ 
tion. 

1 he work of the Economic Policy Committee, which instead 
of being aimed at increasing production concerned itself with 
economy measures, shows that the members took the line of 
least resistance: economy regulations can be realized with sim¬ 
ple administrative instructions and measures, whereas increas¬ 
ing production calls for broad measures and a great effort 
on the part of the workers as well as the entire economic ap 
paratus. 

In connection with the charges leveled against me in the 
March, 1955, resolution and the commentaries attached thereto, 
let tis look at the facts, in my speeches that appeared in print 
and in my writings, that prove that the charges are baseless. As 
early as July 4, 1953, 1 emphasized in the government program: 

The welfare of tlie pcoj)Ie and the constant raising of the 
standard of Jiving of the workers and the population—which is 
the focal point of the government's activities—dej)ends on the 
productive work of our people. The abundance of merchandise 
recjuired for increasing prosperity can be assured only by in¬ 
creased producticjn, overfulfillment of planned quotas, and en¬ 
thusiastic, broad, socialist competition both in industry and 
agriculture. 

In this same speech, I went into further detail about tlie 
close connecticjii between production and the standard of liv¬ 
ing. 


The fulfillment of our industrial production plans is an indis¬ 
pensable prerecjuisite to all the regulations that the government 
desires to implement in its economic policy and in the field of 
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improving the standard of living. Without the unconditional 
fulfillment of industrial production plans, the development of 
agricultural production is impossible. The key to the successful 
realization of the government’s goals is in the hands of the wwk- 
ing class. This implies two kinds of obligation. It obliges the 
government, in working out regulations, to devote the greatest 
care to raising the standard of living of the workers and to satis¬ 
fying their material, social, and cultural requirements to the 
greatest possible extent. The government assumes this obligation 
and will meet it. At the same time, it obliges the working class to 
ensure the punctual fulfillment of production plans by increasing 
work discipline; our industrial workers will have to assume this 
obligation and meet it. I am convinced that they will do so hon¬ 
orably and wholeheartedly. 

But even after the government program of June, I did not 
forget about the relation of production to the standard of 
living, about the need for increasing productivity. Last fall, 
only a few months before such serious charges were made 
against me regarding these problems, I delivered a speech at the 
MAVAG. This speech also bears witness to the fact that I 
considered production the primary and decisive condition as 
far as raising the standard of living was concerned. They ig¬ 
nored this speech completely so that they would be able to main¬ 
tain their baseless accusations. This speech is a sharp refutation 
to those contentions with which they slander me. One or two 
quotations from the MAVAG speech illustrate and prove plainly 
the correctness of my point of view. 

We know that in our circumstances the consumers themselves 
are the producers. Whom can we call to account if there is a 
shortage of some product, if cjuality is poor or the price too high? 
Only ourselves. From this we must draw the final conclusion: we 
must produce more, better, and cheaper. This is primarily in the 
interest of the working class itself, and a factor influencing the im¬ 
provement of real wages and the standard of living. Thus the 
fate of the workers’ living standard is in their own hands, and the 
realignment of industrial production is essential to it. 

In the same speech I declared that our main task in 1955 
would be also to increase production: 
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We are preparing to solve still greater problems next year, be¬ 
cause we must achieve better results in all fields of production in 
order to take another great step forward along the June way; to 
broaden the population's supply of food and industrial products; 
to improve our mode of living; to satisfy our cultural demands— 
in short, to make life better, more beautiful, and happier. Conse¬ 
quently next year’s economic plan must lay the foundation for 
further improvement in the standard of living, and to do this, 
we must make sure that industrial and agricultural production 
will increase more than it did this year. 

I am also blamed that in 1954 the standard of living rose by 
15 per cent, although industrial production and productivity 
did not increase and production costs did not drop. This state¬ 
ment is true only when taken out of context. Why do the “left- 
wing” extremists fail to speak of the development of industrial 
production and productivity, of production costs and the rise 
in the standard of living between 1949 and 1954? Shouldn’t 
there have been a rise in the standard of living corresponding to 
and resulting from the tremendous increase in production that 
occurred between 1949 and 1953? The rise in the standard of 
living that came about in 1954 as a result of the implementa¬ 
tion of the June policy in the New Course was not a kind of 
advance payment, as the “left-wing” extremists try to make it 
appear, but simply a payment of the debts incurred by the 
“left wing” before 1953. These “left-wingers” promised a con¬ 
siderably greater rise in the living standard for 1950-1951, at 
which time they were speaking in terms of a 30 to 50 per cent 
rise, although they realized in the meantime that, due to their 
fantastic industrial plans, they would not be able to keep the 
promise. This was indeed cheap demagogy and a betrayal of 
the people. 

What do the few quotations above, which I could supplement 
from countless other speeches of mine, prove? Do they perhaps 
prove the correctness of the March resolution, which maintains 
that I merely spoke of raising the standard of living and made 
no attempt to establish the prerequisites for this by increasing 
production? On the contrary, they prove that the charges of 
the March resolution have no basis; that they won't hold water; 
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that they falsify my point of view by suppressing it; and that 
they tlierefore deceive the Party and the people. 

But let us look further. Agricultural production is an impor¬ 
tant factor with regard to raising the standard of living. Did I 
disregard this or make light of it? Did I want to raise the stand¬ 
ard of living without increasing agricultural production, as the 
slanderers claim I did? In my speech at the MAVAG, I dealt 
with this problem as follows: 

The key question in the development of the economy is the 
rapid promotion of agricultural production. The work that be¬ 
gan as the result of the Party and government resolutions of last 
year has already shown results. This program must be developed 
further on the basis of last year's experiences; better conditions 
must be established so that it can be implemented successfully 
and more rapidly. The work is in progress and will soon be 
ready, and this will give agricultural production a new and tre¬ 
mendous boost. 

In discussing this same question at the Fourth National Con¬ 
ference of Producer Cooperatives, I said among other things: 

It is the job of today's national conference to promote the suc¬ 
cessful implementation of the Party and government resolution 
on agricultural development by backing said resolution with the 
great strength, organization, and purposefulness represented by 
cooperative farming. , . . Despite the prevailing shortcomings, 
we have great hopes for cooperative farming. . . . The Party and 
the government will provide extensive aid in the form of money 
and machinery to every producer cooperative; it is simply neces¬ 
sary to make use of the possibilities. We know, of course, that 
machines without technicians are of no value; but in the hands of 
the right people, they can achieve miracles. So in the final analy¬ 
sis, it is up to the members of the producer cooperatives them¬ 
selves to achieve outstanding results and to prove the superiority 
of large-scale cooperative farming. 

I made a maximum increase in production and a conse¬ 
quent constant rise in the standard of living the main objec¬ 
tive and the most important basic prerequisite of the basic rule 
of socialism, even in the field of economic planning. I empha- 
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sized this particularly in my speech before tlie national assem¬ 
bly on January 25, 1954, when I reported on the government's 
activities for the preceding half-year: 

Economic planning, in its broader aspects, had to determine the 
outline and details of the government's economic policy activities 
for 1954. The mistakes of the past had to be eliminated; plans 
had to be made on a more secure basis and more realistically, 
because we cannot afford to repeat the mistakes of the past. With 
scientific foresight that will prevent any upsets in the national 
economy, we must plan those far-reaching changes that are neces¬ 
sary to correct the mistakes of the past. 

In this same speech I stated that one of our major tasks was 
to bring the further development of production forces into 
harmony with a rise in the standard of living; furthermore, that 
we must develop the proper proportions for production, con¬ 
sumption, and stockpiling. On this subject, I spoke as follows: 

The main task is to take increasing care of the material and 
cultural needs of the population, basecl on a realistic survey of the 
nation’s resources, the population's capabilities, and the per¬ 
formance capacity of certain fields. Man himself, with his varied 
needs, stands at the center of our efforts to produce material 
goods. Consequently the fundamental law of socialism must pre¬ 
vail before all else in our planning. The new aspect here is that 
we will bring into harmony the further development of produc¬ 
tion forces with the further increase of the standard of living. 
The mission of our economic planning is to develop the proper 
ratios between production, consumption, and accumulation. We 
must accomplish this task in our 1954 plan. In evolving the plan, 
it was important to determine the proper rate of development for 
each branch of the economy. 

In the light of these statements the charges leveled against 
me in the March resolution, with regard to my stand on pro¬ 
duction, look pretty bad indeed. One must ask who it actually 
was who committed cheap demagogy, misleading the people? 
On the basis of what I said, it is evident that it certainly was not I. 



Chapter 15. 


The Question of National Indebtedness 
to Foreign Countries 


At the November, 1955, meeting of tlie Central Committee and 
in the resolution adopted by the Committee, Matyas Rakosi 
held me responsible for the national indebtedness to foreign 
countries, especially capitalist countries, which had increased 
greatly in 1953 and 1954 and became still greater in 1955. As 
lias been unanimously established by any number of party and 
government resolutions, our foreign indebtedness was due 
mainly to the erroneous economic policies of the First Five- 
Year Plan. One of the serious consequences of too rapid indus¬ 
trialization, undertaken without regard for national resources, 
was that it developed industries for which primary materials 
were lacking in Hungary, and neglected or even restricted those 
industries that were based on Hungarian resources and primary 
materials. Consequently industrial development required more 
and more imported basic and raw materials, which we acquired 
on less and less favorable terms. In other words, we were sup¬ 
posed to balance imports with more and more exports. But 
while the price of raw materials on the capitalist world market 
quickly consumed our reserv^es of gold and foreign exchange, 
our exports could not keep pace with our imports because our 
production costs were higher than world market prices. We 
were able to make these transactions only by supplementing 
them with national income derived from other branches of the 
economy; this supplement amounted to 12 billion forints per 
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year. The pace and trends of our industrial development dur¬ 
ing the First Five-Year Plan were thus the direct cause of our 
foreign indebtedness and the indirect cause of our increasing 
difficulties, and, in the final analysis, they were responsible for 
the impoverishment of the country. 

Let us look at the problem more specifically. It is well known 
that the pace set for our industrialization during the First Five- 
Year Plan was disproportionately high, not only in so far as our 
own capabilities were concerned but also as compared to the 
other People's Democracies; and this despite the fact that of all 
People's Democracies our country had the least in the way of 
industrial raw materials. For example, industrial development 
amounted to 158 per cent in Poland from 1949 to 1955, to 98 
per cent in Czechoslovakia during the same period, to 92.3 per 
cent in the German Democratic Republic from 1950 to 1955, 
to 144 per cent in Rumania from 1951 to 1955, to 120 per cent 
in Bulgaria from 1949 to 1955, and to 210 per cent in Hungary 
from 1949 to 1953. This rate of development in Hungary 
caused an unusually great and ever increasing gap between the 
supply of raw materials available for planned industrial devel¬ 
opment and the demand for basic and raw materials. This was 
the major source of foreign indebtedness. But this also accounts 
for the fact that the role of foreign trade in our country in¬ 
creased suddenly and dangerously during those years. Life itself 
exposed and crushed this dangerous anti-Marxist theory of su¬ 
perindustrialization. It also proved that all our economic prob¬ 
lems could not be solved by rapid industrialization alone with¬ 
out leading to increased foreign indebtedness. During this 
period, agricultural production declined; the promised 50 per 
cent rise in the standard of living failed to materialize; the 
necessary balance of trade was not established. The concurrent 
decline in agricultural production made it impossible for this 
branch of the economy to meet both domestic requirements and 
the ever increasing export commitments. This was one of the 
causes of the ever growing lag in the fulfillment of export plans. 
Taken together with industry's growing demand for basic and 
raw materials, which led to constant overfulfillment of import 
plans, it could lead only to a rapid increase in foreign indebted¬ 
ness. As the quantity of domestically produced and imported 
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raw materials grew, its degree of utilization decreased. Less and 
less of the basic materials produced were of usable quality. For 
example, as the amount of coal produced increased, the amount 
of breakage and waste increased even more rapidly. Conse¬ 
quently the shortage of basic materials was not reduced but 
actually increased by forced production, and this shortage had 
to be covered more and more through imports. 

Another serious trouble was that industry, and especially 
heavy industry, was not developed on the basis of scientific anal¬ 
ysis, with due regard for economy and practicality. At the time 
when it was decided to build the great industrial establish¬ 
ments, a complete lack of information prevailed as to their cost 
or the amount of imported material that would be required to 
establish and maintain them. This applied also to practically 
all the figures connected with the industrial development plan. 
All this became evident only after the great industrial establish¬ 
ments had already been put into operation. By then it was too 
late to do anything but import the necessary basic and raw mate¬ 
rials, unless we wanted to close down the establishments. Thus 
the precepts of economy fell by the wayside. 

Serious errors developed in the internal ratio of industrial 
production between 1919 and 1952 also. For one thing, the new 
producing units were developed in the wrong direction: at the 
same time, the existing factories were required with increasing 
frequency to turn out products unsuited to their capabilities. 
Consequently the demand for the materials of heavy industry, 
which was producing export goods largely from imported ma¬ 
terials, grew disproportionately, and this demand could be and 
was met solely through still further imports. In establishing the 
internal ratio of industrial development and its ratio to other 
branches, no one took into consideration how greatly indus¬ 
trial development, as a whole and by branch, effects the active¬ 
ness or passiveness of the foreign trade balance. Between 1949 
and i9r)4, according to statistical data, the foreign trade balance 
for industrial import and export goods was constantly passive 
and deteriorated from year to year. 

How the volume of industrial production ''suitable for satis¬ 
fying social needs*' developed in the course of the First Five- 
Year Plan merits review. Statistics show that at the end of the 
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First Five-Year Plan producing capacity was twice as great as in 
1949 and three times as great as in 1938. At the same time the 
volume of industrial production ‘"suitable for satisfying social 
needs” had increased by only 35 to 40 per cent as compared to 
1949. This proves that, due to improper development and poor 
economy, industry was consuming a large part of its own out¬ 
put. In other words, it was industrial development for its own 
sake. The sacrifices that the workers made for the development 
of industry, and especially heavy industry, brought no returns. 
Since industry could export only a relatively small volume of 
its own product, it was far from capable of meeting its own im¬ 
port requirements, and this applied in still greater degree to 
heavy industry. 

The First Five-Year Plan made no basic changes in the tech¬ 
nical backwardness of our industry: while great investments 
were l)eing made in increasing production capacity, almost 
nothing was being done to perfect production and improve 
technology. Even a good many of the new establishments are no 
exceptions to this. For example, the new Inota power plant is 
less modern and less economical than the Ajka power plant, 
which is twenty years older; the Gyor power plant requires 
7,200 calories to produce one kilowatt hour of energy, whereas 
most of the factories need only 5,000 for the same amount of 
energy. The power plant at Sztalinvaros operates at a boiler 
pressure of forty atmospheres. Such boiler pressure is now ob¬ 
solete. Even our more modern power plants are designed to 
operate on lignite, which greatly increases production costs. All 
these facts shew that, despite the fact that our industrial basis 
^vas greatly expanded during the First Five-Year Plan, the differ¬ 
ence between the technological standards maintained in our 
country and in industrially progressive countries increased. To 
put it plainly, progressive techniques elsewhere left us further 
and further behind. It is a well-known fact that most of our 
textile machinery is over fifty years old; our transportation in¬ 
dustry machinery is over forty years old; and most of our ma¬ 
chine tool equipment is more than fifteen or twenty years old. 
The measuring eejuipment and other instruments of the fac¬ 
tories are deficient. We have relatively better production equip- 
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ment only in the pharmaceutical and the telecommunication 
industries. 

The increase of industrial production for its own sake, com¬ 
bined with the neglect of technical standards, inevitably al¬ 
lowed almost no increase in productivity during the First 
Five-Year Plan. Although the results calculated on the basis of in¬ 
correct value indices show a significant growth, the facts and 
the existing difficulties plainly contradict such data. The aug¬ 
mented Five-Year Plan called for a 92 per cent increase in pro¬ 
ductivity, which was supposed to bring about 75 per cent of the 
required increase in production. According to the statistics, 
achievements fell far short of the goal. Furthermore, if we view 
total industrial output in the light of the increase in the quan¬ 
tity “suitable for satisfying social needs,'’ which amounted to 
between 35 and 40 per cent during the First Five-Year Plan, 
then it becomes evident that productivity in industry increased 
hardly at all after 1949, because production in excess of 35 to 
40 per cent was achieved at the cost of a 40 per cent increase in 
man power. The stagnation of productivity was due not prima¬ 
rily to a deterioration in the worker’s attitude toward his work, 
but to the faulty economic policy described above, with its over- 
acceleration and the erroneous goals of unsound industrial de¬ 
velopment. 

Rise in productivity was retarded also by the emphasis on 
those branches of industry, such as metallurgy, coal mining, the 
machine industry, etc., where productivity is lower than aver¬ 
age in any case. Furthermore, the gradual decrease in the stand¬ 
ard of living that occurred during the First Five-Year Plan in¬ 
evitably resulted in a drop in productivity, while the failure to 
develop technology made a general increase in productivity im¬ 
possible. These circumstances explain why our production costs 
are higher than those of the world market in both the capitalist 
and the socialist markets. This, of course, has been a great draw¬ 
back as far as the export of our industrial products is concerned, 
and has all but put a stop to their salability. Due to the price 
differential and the deterioration in the quality of our export 
products, we have lost a major part of our previously depend¬ 
able foreign markets. At the same time, the acquisition of new 
markets has been made especially difficult—partly for the reasons 
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outlined above and partly because of the inflexibility and in¬ 
eptitude of our foreign trade organs. 

Export plan fulfillment, which lagged increasingly year by 
year because of the unfavorable development of production 
factors, was seriously affected also by the disadvantageous for¬ 
eign market situation, all of which together led inevitably to a 
growth in foreign indebtedness. 

It must be pointed out that, although the economic coopera¬ 
tion and mutual assistance between the socialist countries 
brought significant results, the activity of CEMA from the 
point of view of industrial production and development w^as 
exceptionally limited during the period of the Eirst Five-Year 
Plan. This also contributed to the rise of inequities in work 
distribution among the friendly countries. Despite the fact that 
agreements were made with some of the democratic countries 
with a view to assigning work in a way that would promote eco¬ 
nomic production and work distribution, parallel manufactur¬ 
ing, especially in the field of machine industry, had an increas¬ 
ingly detrimental effect on our export opportunities and 
consequently on our foreign trade balance. Parallel manufac¬ 
turing affected not only trade among the friendly countries 
themselves but led to an unhealthy competition among them in 
the capitalist markets as well. The exaggerated trend toward 
autarky, which manifested itself in the machine industry in the 
other friendly countries too, was most apparent also in the 
fields of precision instruments and telecommunications. This 
was a serious blow to our most developed and most favorably 
producing export industries. Parallel manufacturing and the 
exaggerated trend toward autarky within the socialist camp not 
only reduced our opportunities to export within the camp, but 
also deprived us of chances of importing basic and raw mate¬ 
rials. Consequently our foreign trade was shifted more and 
more toward the capitalist world and increased our indebted¬ 
ness in this direction. 

The foreign trade situation was further aggravated during 
the second half of 1954, when trade conferences with the Soviet 
Union and the other friendly countries revealed that in 1955 
we would get from them only 50 per cent of what we received 
in 1954 in the way of essential products and raw materials; the 



190 


IMRE NAGY 


remainder would have to be obtained from the capitalist coun¬ 
tries. This also meant that, to compensate for the sudden jump 
in the need to import from capitalists, we would have to aug¬ 
ment our exports to them drastically. But neither our industry 
nor our foreign trade was prepared for this. 

The Council of Ministers, acting on the resolution of the 
Political Committee, established the volume of foreign trade 
imports and exports for 1955 in such a way as to release one 
billion forints more in assets to the socialist camp. Furthermore, 
it ordained that in 1955 our indebtedness to capitalist countries 
was not to increase, and we made it our goal to limit the import 
of material to the quantity set in the 1954 barter agreement 
(calculated without credit). We planned that the Soviet Union 
would supply more material and credit than it had supplied in 
1954, and would accept more machinery in exchange. However, 
the outcome of the conferences, concluded in January, 1955, 
was that the Soviet Union was willing to guarantee us only 50 
per cent of the 1954 import volume and only 36 per cent of the 
items on our want list for 1955. Our export possibilities devel¬ 
oped in approximately the same way. At the same time the 
democratic countries, especially Rumania and Poland, also de¬ 
sired to reduce their export of materials to us as compared to 
1954. They were willing to let us have important raw materials 
only in exchange for goods obtainable exclusively from capital¬ 
ist countries, or agricultural products that we had not stockpiled 
and would also have had to purchase from capitalist countries. 

Thus the situation that developed between November, 1954, 
and January, 1955, posed unusually great difficulties for our 
entire economy. It seriously affected our supply of material and 
again made it necessary to realign production. The effect of this 
on foreign trade was to further depress the trade and foreign 
payment scale to such an extent that only a tremendous increase 
in credit could remedy it. However, there was no practical pos¬ 
sibility of accomplishing this on the world market. Further¬ 
more such a solution ran counter to the government resolutions 
on this subject. It became apparent that the only way in which 
we could have provided material for industry, without dras¬ 
tically reducing our production plans and realigning the pro¬ 
duction of industries requiring large quantities of imported 
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material, would have been by getting from capitalist countries 
the several billion forints’ worth of raw materials and goods 
that the socialist camp would no longer supply. Even so, some 
of the import materials, such as metallurgical basic materials, 
would have been hard to obtain from the West even had for¬ 
eign exchange been available to us for the purpose. 

In general, the increase in our foreign debt, especially our 
debt to capitalist countries, can be traced back to the foregoing 
causes. As a result of the harmful economic policy of the First 
Five-Year Plan, the New Course inherited a heavy burden in 
this field also. The effects of this were especially noticeable in 
1954 and were far from disappearing. They could not have dis¬ 
appeared; on the contrary, owing to the reasons already out¬ 
lined, they continued to exert a harmful influence. The serious 
consequences of an erroneous and harmful economic policy 
that has been pursued for years cannot be eliminated in eight¬ 
een months, especially when the government’s new corrective 
economic policy is resisted to a great extent. Not only internal, 
but much more powerful external fon es and factors exerted a 
harmful influence, especially in the field of foreign trade agree¬ 
ments: this made it all but impossible to overcome the diflicul- 
ties. Since it is a state secret, I will give no figures and be brief, 
but it must be pointed out that a considerable part of our for¬ 
eign debt derives from expenditures and investments for secu¬ 
rity and defense, which place a heavy load on our foreign trade 
balance. The June, 19^,3, resolution pointed out that there were 
excesses in this field also. 

The already difficult position of our foreign trade was further 
aggravated by an accumulation of unpaid debts in virtually all 
of the capitalist countries. Payments falling due on expensive 
short-term foreign credits constantly used up our foreign ex¬ 
change income, making it impossible to use the exchange to 
purchase essential import products. Despite the fact that in the 
given international situation it would have been possible for us 
to convert our capitalist debts and concentrate them in just a 
few places, thereby reducing our payment balance, and despite 
the fact that on several occasions I specifically instructed the 
leaders of the Ministrv of Foreign Trade to do this, our debts 
were not liquidated. This was primarily because the Political 
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Committee, at the recommendation of Matyas Rdkosi, took the 
attitude that such a solution would be dangerous and should 
be resorted to only later and then with extreme caution. In the 
meantime, other People's Democracies successfully solved simi¬ 
lar problems in this way, and lightened their financial obliga¬ 
tions in this way. 

The unusual slowness and inflexibility of our foreign trade 
organs added to the difliculties of locating and winning new 
markets, of financing our exports, and of issuing letters of 
credit. Our foreign trade was unable to see the opportunities 
offered us by the semicolonial countries, the Near and Middle 
East, and South America. The mistaken foreign trade view— 
which is not entirely attributable to our difliculties—that a 
deal could be closed only upon immediate payment of exchange 
added to the problems. It was possible to alter this harmful 
inflexibility to some extent, but it is still prevalent even today. 

In broad outline, these are the causes of our foreign indebt¬ 
edness. I cannot be held responsible for it, because in the first 
place it was due to the mistaken economic policy of the First 
Five-Year Plan, for which, before June, i953» the period of 
individual leadership, Matyas Rakosi was responsible—Rakosi, 
who was both the First Secretary of the Party and the Premier. 
In the second place, our economic policy, including our foreign 
trade, was directed by the Party, and every new foreign credit 
action had to be carried out on the basis of Party resolutions. 
And finally, I cannot be held accountable because, within the 
Council of Ministers, foreign trade was not under my direction 
but under the supervision and direction of EriK*’) Gerb, First 
Deputy Premier. As far as actual responsibility is concerned, it 
must be asserted that all important foreign trade resolutions— 
such as those concerning trade and pay agreements, credits, ex¬ 
port-import plans, foreign exchange management, and long¬ 
term contracts and their terms—were made on the basis of the 
decision of, and in entire agTeement with, the Political Com¬ 
mittee. After the questions had been debated, the decisions 
were pronounced by First Party Secretary Mdtyds Rakosi, who 
presided over the meetings of the Political Committee. In not 
a single instance did the Political Committee's decision con¬ 
cerning any question related to foreign trade run counter to. 
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or fail to agree with, the opinion of Maty^s Rdkosi. So, if cer¬ 
tain persons want to blame any one person, they can and must 
blame Mdtyds Rakosi, who as Party First Secretary and leader 
of the Party directed economic policy as he directed all aspects 
of the implementation of the Party's leading role. Furthermore, 
since Rdkosi considered foreign trade his special field, he kept 
it under his immediate direction. 

I, as former Premier and member of the Political Commit¬ 
tee, share in the collective responsibility that falls upon the 
Party and the leading government organs for having been un¬ 
able to overcome the serious consequences of the harmful eco¬ 
nomic policy practiced by the Party and the government under 
the direction of Mdty^s Rakosi during the First Five-Year Plan. 
The foreign indebtedness of the country as regards both social¬ 
ist and capitalist countries is nothing more than an accumu¬ 
lated and unliquidated debt from the First Five-Year Plan. 
This debt proves plainly the correctness of the contention that 
the persons in charge of economic policy prior to the New 
Course failed to take into account the nation’s capabilities, and 
that they set up goals that exceeded the country's economic 
strength. 



Chapter 16. 


The Role and Significance of the NEP 


The March, 1955, resolution ot the Central Committee did not 
deal with the question of the NEP,* its role and its significance, 
and not even with those problems in this field tliat the Party 
and the government had to resolve. Thus the March resolution 
of the Central Committee did not commit the Party to the NEP 
policy, although it pointed out that the June resolution of the 
Central Committee, which opened up a new phase in the ap¬ 
plication of the NEP, was still in effect without change and 
constituted the basis of the March resolution. In reality, matters 
were different. Since the March resolution, it was precisely in 
the field of the NEP that there had been the most extensive 
return to pre-June, 1953, and even to pre-December, 1951, 
conditions. 

I do not take up the question of the NEP because it was an¬ 
other area in which sharp attacks had been directed against me. 
Such attacks actually occurred only on one or two rather un¬ 
important and not fundamental points. I take up the question 
because I do not agree with the policy that the Party leader¬ 
ship has been following with regard to the NEP since the March 
resolution. 

According to Lenin's teachings the guiding p(3licy of the 
NEP is to ensure victory over the capitalist elements to the 
proletariat in power, and the building of socialism through 

* New Economic Policy, first announced in the Soviet Union in May, 1921- 
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economic solidarity based on the exchange of the goods between 
the working class and the small peasants. In the interest of the 
latter, the economy uses even the capitalist elements, so that 
they will be overcome and a socialist economy be built through 
the market and by use of the market rather than through direct 
exchange (barter) of goods, or without a market simply to avoid 
a market. 

dll us the NEP is the specific means and form for building 
socialism, and is absolutely necessary in every country where 
there is a significantly large number of small peasants. Conse¬ 
quently, during the transitional period, the NEP is the basis for 
our entire economic policy. This means that the elements of the 
NEP are not operative to the same extent throughout the en¬ 
tire transitional period, but wither away to the extent that the 
building of socialism proceeds and to the extent that the so¬ 
cialist sectors of the economy develop. 

The cpiestion that must be asked is whether the NEP was 
utilized in the spirit of Marxist-Leninist teachings. 

A. During the period of the Three-Year Plan, the main task 
of the NEP—to establish the economic solidarity of socialist 
big industry and the small peasants—-was on the whole success¬ 
fully accomplished despite some smaller or larger mistakes in 
the field of free-market sale and trade. 

B. The second period of NEP, from the beginning of the 
Five-Year Plan to June, 1953, was characterized by the liquida¬ 
tion of private retail trade, i.e., the substantial elimination of 
private small industry, and also by increasingly serious viola¬ 
tions of the basic principles of NEP in the economic consolida¬ 
tion of socialist industry and the small peasants, particularly 
after December 1, 1951. The origin of the errors was the 
excessive rate of industrialization and the extraordinary speed 
aimed at creating an integrated socialist national economy. This 
showed up first in agricultural production, and principally in 
the neglect of aid to private peasant farmers; frankly speaking, 
in antipeasant policies. It turned out that with the too rapid 
development of heavy industry, the material resources of the 
country did not prove sufficient to give new impetus to agricul¬ 
tural production. A few statistics will demonstrate this quite 
clearly. According to the original Five-Year Plan, only 15.7 per 
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cent of total investments were to be expended on the develop¬ 
ment of agriculture. However the augmented Five-Year Plan re¬ 
duced this to 12.7 per cent, and even this allotment was further 
reduced to a considerable extent during the execution of the 
plan. 

At that time, my opponents justified the rapid rate of devel¬ 
opment of heavy industry mainly on the basis of mechanization 
of agriculture. In actual fact, however, agricultural machine pro¬ 
duction did not keep pace with the large-scale development of 
our machine building as a whole; the ratio of agricultural ma¬ 
chine production to machine production as a whole was reduced 
considerably. Tractor production, for example, was reduced to 
such an extent that in 1952 it did not cover replacement needs. 
Consequently, the agricultural tractors available not only failed 
to increase but decreased. 

C. During the period before June, 1953, NEP was seriously 
violated by accelerated collectivization, which shattered the 
security of peasant production; less and less help was provided 
for the peasantry; the ever increasing state deliveries reduced 
sharply the quantity of goods that could be sold by the peas¬ 
antry on the free market, thereby simultaneously reducing the 
actual material interest of the peasantry in producing as well 
as their desire to produce. As has already been mentioned, this 
loosened considerably the economic basis of the worker-peasant 
alliance, which is the main force for building socialism. Added 
to this, similar errors were committed in the field of retail 
trade and small industry; errors that similarly restricted the 
NEP and even eliminated it in numerous fields. 

During the period between 1950 and June, 1953, the eco¬ 
nomic policy of our Party came into sharp conflict with the 
NEP, which is the basis of building socialism during the transi¬ 
tional period. This policy repeatedly violated NEP principles 
so seriously that in this period, especially in the year 1952, 
preceding the June resolution, in contradiction to Marxist- 
Leninist teachings, building of socialism in our country con¬ 
tinued essentially ivithout NEP. And yet Lenin had told us, 
with strong self-criticism, the errors committed in the Soviet 
Union with respect to the NEP: 
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We, who were raised high by waves of enthusiasm, who aroused 
the fervor of the people, first in the general political field and 
later in the military field, thought that we could also solve equally 
great economic problems directly and with enthusiasm. We 
counted on the fact—or perhaps more correctly, we took it for 
granted without sufficient consideration—that the proletarian 
state could directly, by command, organize in our country of small 
peasants all state production and state distribution of products 
on the basis of Communist principles. Experience showed that 
we were mistaken. 7 'here is a need for many transitional periods, 
during which state capitalism and socialism are needed to prepare 
—through long years of work—for the actual transition to Com¬ 
munism. Let us work first of all to build sturdy little bridges that 
will lead our small-peasant country to socialism through state 
capitalism: otherwise we will not arrive at Communism. 

The conduct and views manifested among the highest leader¬ 
ship of our party in regard to the application of the NEP and 
in the matter of correcting the serious errors committed in this 
field is leading to renewal of old mistakes, instead of better 
understanding tiie lessons of the past, and is downright foreign 
to the spirit of Lenin’s teachings and the system of self-criticism. 
Taking all of this into consideration, we can rightfully say that 
the June, 1953, resolution of the Central Committee also 
opened a new period in the application of the NEP in Hungary. 
Of course this did not go easily. The opposition was very strong 
in this area also, but we achieved important results anyhow. 
Without enumerating the results that were achieved through 
use of the New Economic Policy during the following one and 
a half to two years, we can conclude that the reinstatement of 
the NEP was the most significant fact of the June economic 
policy from the viewpoint of principle and practice. We will 
understand this if we know that, in accordance with the teach¬ 
ings of Leninism, the fundamental question in building so¬ 
cialism is the economic association of the working class and the 
working peasantry, primarily through the exchange of goods. 
This is the essence of the NEP. 

Inasmuch as the NEP is the basis of economic policy during 
tlie transitional period, the collaboration of the working class 
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and the working peasantry is of necessity the focal point of the 
NEP. 

In connection with the NEP, Lenin unequivocally expressed 
his view that in order to be victorious, we must secure the rela¬ 
tions between the working class and the peasantry, and between 
socialist industi^y and peasantry, through trade between city 
and village developed in every way possible—because, as Lenin 
frequently said, the small commodity producers will tolerate 
no economic ties to socialist industry except tics through mer¬ 
chandise, which normally result in trade. This arises from the 
fact that the peasantry wants to deal entirely freely with as 
much of its produce as possible. The peasantry wants to ac¬ 
complish this not through direct exchange of goods but through 
the market. 

According to Lenin’s teachings, the NEP represents a certain 
degree of compromise, but a ccmipromise without which so¬ 
cialism cannot be victorious. This is the kind of compromise, 
as Lenin said, that is necessary because it is the only guarantee 
of slower, but at the same time surer, progress. 

Lenin also pointed out very often that the utilization of the 
NEP requirc^s unusually varied and most distinct methods, 
which must be developed on the basis of experience. “The 
more varied our methods are, the better and ric her our experi¬ 
ence will be, and the surer and quicker the success of soc ialism.’' 

On the basis of the June, 1953, resolution of the Central 
Committee, we successfully utilized these Leninist guides for a 
year and a half to two years in every field of the national econ¬ 
omy to which they apply: in economic relations between the 
workers and the peasantry, in socialist industry and the pro¬ 
duction of small peasantry, in private trade, artisan trade, the 
turn over of goods, and the market. 

The resc3lutions passed since the June, 1953, session of the 
Central Committee took a basically correct position on the 
questions of the practical application of the NEP, and had re¬ 
sults too. Essentially, we corrected the serious errors committed 
in the earlier period. Nevertheless, the failure to clarify com¬ 
pletely the theoretical problems of the NEP, along with the 
special circumstances and methods under which they would be 
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put into effect in Hungary during the transitional period, was 
a serious omission and one for which we paid dearly later. 

In wide circles, principally in the ranks of the Party member¬ 
ship, there was and remains a high degree of ignorance and con¬ 
fusion on this matter. 

The March resolution of the Central Committee does not 
even mention NEP, which is the fundamental instrument of 
building socialism during the transition period. The criticism, 
moreover, which was directed against NEP’s most important 
economic and political precepts, and described by them as op¬ 
portunist right-wing deviationism, promoted within the Party 
leadership the rise of anti-Marxist views, which also appeared in 
disguised form in Party resolutions and according to which ap¬ 
plication of the NEP was an opportunist right-wing policy and 
a “distortion” of I.eninism-Marxism. This explains why the 
“rectification” of the supposed “distortion” and right-wing de¬ 
viationism committed in various areas of the national economy 
is directed essentially and primarily against the application of 
the NEP. Actually, instead of making baseless accusations, it 
would have been more proper to learn from past experience, to 
search for the roots of the errors, and to listen to Lenin, who as 
we see courageously revealed the errors in economic policy and 
pointed to the need for courageous application of the NEP. 
Lenin dealt a great deal with questions of the NEP. “The small 
farmer, as long as he remains a small farmer,” writes Lenin, 
“has need for such stimulation, prodding, and encouragement 
as will conform with his economic basis or that of a small-scale 
independent farm.” 

Elsewhere Lenin points to the fact that the NEP’s “significant 
and main task above all others is to establish solidarity between 
the new economy which we have begun to build and the peas¬ 
ant economy which is the basis of subsistence of millions and 
millions of peasants.” 

Lenin also emphatically called our attention to the fact that 
“we must be free to use, and we must be able to use, every form 
of economic transition whatsoever if it is at all needed to 
strengthen the relations between the peasantry and the prole¬ 
tariat . . . for the promotion of industry and for the facilita- 
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tion of other large-scale or more important moves such as elec¬ 
trification, for example/* 

From the above, we can see that our party leadership did not 
apply, in the spirit of Leninism, and at present applies even 
less, the NEP policy, which constitutes the basis for building 
socialism. 

Fear of the free market, fear of the development of the peas¬ 
ant farms, fear of the revival of capitalism as a result of the NEP 
policy—in other words, underestimation of the power of author¬ 
ity of the People’s Democratic government, a disguised lack of 
faith in the concept of federation between peasants and workers 
—this is characteristic of the representatives of the extreme “left- 
wing” agrarian policy, who incline somewhat more toward 
“militant Communism” than toward a properly developed and 
continued NEP policy. Yet, in Lenin’s words, the most danger¬ 
ous fault of the “left-wingers” is that “they think of their desires 
as objective truth.” 

Unfortunately, it appears that our “left-wing” extremists are 
suffering from the same dangerous error. It is worth calling at¬ 
tention to the warning Lenin gave on May 27, 1919, to the 
Hungarian workers, especially to Hungarian workers having 
leftist tendencies. Lenin spoke of a rather prolonged transition 
period from capitalism to socialism. This period was necessary 
to break the power of habits of a petit bourgeois economy. This 
warning should not be forgotten, as it was in 1919 that an at¬ 
tempt was made to make socialized agriculture the predominant 
sector of agriculture within a period of four or five years. 

These facts indicate that, in putting into effect certain the¬ 
oretical precepts of Marxism-Leninism, some extremists ignore 
not only the special characteristics of the development of the 
Soviet Union, but of their own country as well. Yet Marxism is 
not a dogma but a guide to action. 

Even before the March resolution of the Central Committee, 
opinions were being expressed to the effect that the practice of 
NEP should be curtailed. The old, incorrect, anti-Marxist thesis 
that in the worker-peasant alliance the economic link between 
worker and peasant should be strengthened during the transi¬ 
tion period through the socialization of agriculture, rather than 
through a broadening of market connections, came into promi- 



ON COMMUNISM 


201 


nencc again. This false, anti-Marxist theory is nothing but the 
theoretical formulation of the liquidation of NEP. It means 
that they want to lay the foundations of socialism by restricting 
market connections, or actually NEP at first, and finally by 
eliminating it altogether. It means further that socialism can 
and must be built without the political cooperation, alliance, 
and agreement of the working peasants and tlie peasant masses. 
But it means also that they intend to split apart the two inter¬ 
dependent main tasks of agriculture which are required by the 
basic law of socialism, as well as by the law of systematic, well- 
proportioned development as applied to the development of 
agriculture. These two interdependent tasks are: tlie simul¬ 
taneous development of the production of the independent 
peasants, and the organization and development of the produc¬ 
tion of the producer cooperatives. By splitting these tasks, they 
intend instead to force the development of the producer coop¬ 
eratives alone, at an increased speed and in excessive number. 
The attacks on NEP appearing in articles in the Party press 
since the March resolution of the Central Committee, plus a 
whole series of economic measures initiated since then by the 
government and the economic organs, all show that the actual 
implementation of the anti-NEP, anti-Marxist-Leninist, ex¬ 
treme leftist line that has become predominant in the Party 
leadership is being rapidly carried out. This seriously endangers 
the entire future of our building of socialism. The restriction of 
artisan trade, the increase in limitations on the market, the 
drastic reduction in the amount of produce that the peasant 
may dispose of freely, the introduction of compulsory delivery 
of cereal grains and corn, the increase in the mandatory sowing 
of many types of crops, the constantly increasing excesses in the 
field of contractual production, the reduction in the financial 
incentive of the producer, and many other regulations that dis¬ 
criminate against the small producer plainly show the attempts 
to liquidate the NEP. 

The situation is similar in the case of artisan and retail trade. 
The instructions that have been issued are of such a nature and 
so far-reaching, and their implementation leaves so much room 
for excesses, that they will lead and have already partially led 
to a great reduction in the activity of tradesmen. 
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It is indisputable—and I am in agreement—that in the field of 
implementing NEP mistakes occurred after the New Course of 
June, 1953; extremes occurred, which must be—should have 
been—remedied somewhere along the way. However this cannot 
affect the basis of NEP’s theory and its practical implementa¬ 
tion—it cannot mean the restriction of NEP on the present 
course, when the principal task in this field is the broadening 
and expansion of NEP. What has occurred in the field of NEP 
since the March resolution of the Central Committee has far 
surpassed the necessary correction of the mistakes and has in 
essence prepared the liquidation of NEP. I do not agree with 
the Party’s policy that NEP precipitates that serious condition, 
recovery from which was made possible in the spring of 1953 
only by the bold and wide-ranging implementation of NEP. I 
consider the above policy to be harmful to the people’s economy 
and dangerous to socialist construction, where it pertains to the 
a^gricultural, political, and social fields. In relation to NEP, it 
would have been inconceivable that they would have missed 
the opportunity of directly accusing me. Even though they are 
not saying it openly, they are pinning NEP upon me as a harm¬ 
ful rightist deviation. Gyorgy Csatar volunteered for this role. 
In the June 17, 10^)5’ i-^stie of Szabad Nep, under the title ‘Tor 
the Strengthening of Labor Discipline,” he wrote that, upon 
the personal instructions of Comrade Imre Nagy, the respective 
state organs ordered that “industrial permits must be issued 
without any restrictions to anyone on request, even though he 
w^asn’t previously an artisan.” This declaration by Csatar, like 
all the others, is a blatant lie, which he uttered wuth the knowl¬ 
edge that he could do it without any reservations, because no 
one except I would hold him responsible, and I could do so 
only behind closed doors and without effect. The slanderers 
can utilize the Party press at any time, which howTver is not at 
my disposal to refute the trumped-up charges. Since the edi¬ 
torial staff of Szabad Nep did not even bother to get the evi¬ 
dence from Csatar, I am forced to ask him to publicize the 
evidence upon wLich he based his malicious lies. My demand 
is all the more justified because it is Csatar and his companions, 
wTo are birds of a feather, w’^ho were and remain the vanguard 
of extreme “leftist” economic policy; they were the chief oppo- 
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nents o£ the June economic policy; it was they who sabotaged 
the issuance of industrial permits by every possible means. It 
was the subversive resistance of the Csatar type of subradicals 
that had to be broken so that we could validate NEP policy 
in the field of artisans and issue industrial permits to all those 
artisans who were entitled to them according to the government 
resolution, and to those who at that time, as a result of harmful 
anti>Marxist policy, were successfully deprived of the practice 
of their trade, so vital to the public, by the work of Csatar and 
his companions. 



Chapter 17, The Problems of the Worker-Peasant 
Federation and People's Front 


According to the March resolution of the Central Committee, 
“some individuals within our Party misinterpret the problems 
of the Worker-Peasant Federation. They forget that this is a 
class distinction that has, as its aim, the building up of the 
socialist society and the complete abolishment of exploitation. 
It is a federation that is led by the working class.“ 

From the text, it is not clear who those “individuals” are. 
It is possible that I am also among them, for in essence the 
entire March resolution is directed against me. Since I do not 
wish to make it appear as if I am trying to evade the question, 
I must make my viewpoint known briefly. During the past 
twenty-five years, I have been so active in the theoretical and 
practical problems of the Worker-Peasant Federation, in vari¬ 
ous social systems and in various stages of its development, that, 
to obtain a clear picture of my viewpoint, there should be no 
great problem for those who actually wish to scrutinize my state¬ 
ments concerning the problems of the Worker-Peasant Federa¬ 
tion. 

I consider it unnecessary to reveal my activities in this re¬ 
spect, because in connection with the problems of the Worker- 
Peasant Federation, or problems of our relation to the middle 
peasants, no criticism or praise was directed toward me prior 
to the March resolution. But during the debate that developed 
at that time, my viewpoint was criticized on two counts. One 
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Statement was that my viewpoint—that the economic basis of 
the Worker-Peasant Federation during the period of transition 
to socialism is the city and town through the market exchange 
of goods between socialist industry and the small producing 
peasantry—was incorrect. With the theories taken from the 
classical teachings of Leninism and Marxism, in the previous 
chapter, I believe I have succeeded in proving that, considering 
the theoretical basis of the problem, my viewpoint is correct. 
The formula expounded was included in the Political Com¬ 
mittee's resolution, and later in the resolution worked out on 
the basis of the Moscow discussion, without proper theoretical 
analysis. 

The other count was that I allegedly had remained silent on 
the role of leadership of the working class in the Worker- 
Peasant Federation. I could prove the contrary by a mass of 
quotations, but I merely wish to quote from one of my most 
recent speeches, which will verify my standpoint: 

The Worker-Peasant Federation is the basis of our People's 
Democratic state. In our People's Republic, the social system 
depends on the cooperation of these two classes. The main 
strength of this state-creating federation, the possessor of power, 
is the working class, which has increased in number during so¬ 
cialist construction; has been heavily concentrated with the de¬ 
velopment of heavy industry; and has acquired class consciousness 
as a result of party and trade-union work. 

This single quotation, from among many, clearly proves that 
I properly determined the role of leadership of the working 
class in the Worker-Peasant Federation. 

Otherwise, I have dealt in detail with the problems and with 
the significance and tasks of the Worker-Peasant Federation in 
my report on “State Administration and the Tasks of Coun¬ 
cils" at the Third Party Congress. This was unanimously 
adopted and made a resolution without any changes. No com¬ 
ments or objections to my report, on the portion relating to 
the Worker-Peasant Federation, have since been raised to con¬ 
tradict the views I expressed there. 

During the June, 1953, meeting of the Central Committee 
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many serious accusations were made on the subject of the estab¬ 
lishment of the Worker-Peasant Federation. It was said that the 
rapid pace of collectivization, the extremely diflicult farming 
conditions of peasants, the large-scale redistribution caused by 
forced development, the mass encroachments and abuses, the 
wholesale violation of socialist legality against the peasants 
causing large-scale uncertainty in landholding as well as in 
farming, had brought about widespread land offerings and 
abandonments, which, as we know, covered approximately one 
million cadastral yokes.* The peasants lost their desire to pro¬ 
duce, and by limiting their farming, or by total capitulation, 
they sought to earn a livelihood elsewhere. All this alienated 
them from us and t aused the large mass of the working peasants 
—principally the central element of agricultural production, 
the middle peasantry, with which a lasting federation should 
have been established—to oppose us. The foundation of the 
Worker-Peasant Federation has been shaken and it is threat¬ 
ened wuth disorder. On the basis of the Central Committee’s 
resolution of June, 1953, the Party and the government were 
forced to formulate urgently effective measures to eliminate 
these troubles and prevent further mistakes. The measures 
taken and the results are known. Party resolutions established 
that the peasantry’s feeling of security had been restored; that 
its disposition to produce has increased; that it had begun the 
cultivation of so-called reserve lands; that it cultivated and 
paid more attention to the land; that it replaced and supple¬ 
mented its equipment; and that it has increased its livestock 
and its investments in every branch of cultivation. There are 
facts, which have been widely documented statistically during 
the past tw^o years. These results represented one of the most 
solid bases for raising the working people’s standard of living. 
These were not empty promises but actual facts, based on ful¬ 
filling the promises made to the peasants in the government’s 
program. To call these facts and results demagoguery and de¬ 
ception of the people is in itself nothing more than cheap 
demagoguery and deception of the people. 

The results attained by the implementation of the June 
resolution are responsible for the fact that the Worker-Peasant 

• The Hungarian yoke (joch) equals 1.07 acres. 
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Federation was again consolidated and further strengthened, 
and that it reached its new international stage and became as 
powerful and strong as it was only during the 1945 period of 
land redistribution. The period following June, 1953, the so- 
called New Ojurse, must without question be considered as one 
of the most significant political successes. The results attained 
by the June policy in re-establishing the Worker-Peasant Fed¬ 
eration established the role of leadership of the working class 
in practice. The leftist extremists hasten to divert attention 
from the success of the June policy with charges, in an attempt 
to discredit the results attained, or to turn them upside down. 
The simplest method to do this, for those who bear the gravest 
responsibility for shaking the Worker-Peasant Federation, is to 
brand all persons who adhered strongly to the Party’s resolutions 
and extricated the stalled Worker-Peasant Federation from the 
tangled mess into which it had been led by the leadership 
prior to June, 1953, as rightists. Party enemies, and oppor¬ 
tunistic deviationists. 

According to the March Central Committee resolution, some 
individuals denied the role of Party leadership in the Patriotic 
People's Front, in which the strengthened rightist deviation 
appeared. “The establishment of the Patriotic People's Front 
(PPF) by our Party was followed by rightist endeavors to sup¬ 
press the significance and leading role of the Party sd that PPF 
would become the power to supervise the state and Council 
organs." For the sake of truth and historical accuracy, I must 
note that within the Party, I initiated the establishment of the 
PPF; and I prepared for the Political Committee the resolution 
that comprised an important part of my congressional referen¬ 
dum plan, and which after debate was unanimously adopted by 
the Political Committee. The debate centered around whether 
the new PPF should be patterned after the Bulgarian PPF or 
established on a different basis; whether it should be a mass 
organization or mass movement; and whether there should be 
individual membership or whether its membership should be 
made up only of mass organizations. Prior to the Third Party 
Congress, the Political Committee wrote the following in its 
letter addressed to the Presidium of the Soviet Communist 
Party: 
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In connection with the Party and government resolutions of 
last year, the Worker-Peasant Federation has become substan¬ 
tially stronger, as has the relationship of the intelligentsia and the 
middle classes with the People's Democracy, whence the need 
arose to activate the PPF in a manner that will broaden the mass 
base more than heretofore. We wish especially to obtain the more 
active political cooperation of the intelligentsia and peasantry 
through the reorganization of the PPF. The Political Committee 
considers the activation of such a people’s front necessary—to 
begin this fall with a National People’s Front Congress after 
proper preparation. The Congress would coincide with the elec¬ 
tion of local councils, which is scheduled for December, and serve 
as a political introduction to the elections. Debate was only held 
on the question of whether the PPF should have individual mem¬ 
bers in addition to member organizations, as in Bulgaria. In the 
end, it developed that individual membership was not desirable. 

In the debate, several members of the Political Committee, 
including myself, were in favor of the Bulgarian type of PPF, 
in w'hich the membership of the PPF includes individual mem¬ 
bers as well as mass organizations. The result of the debate, as 
established by the letter, was that our new PPF should be a 
mass movement generally without individual members; the 
Political Committee announced this in a unanimously approved 
resolution? In the meantime, I must note that even though we 
did not generally accept individual membership, w^e did pro¬ 
vide that individuals of prestige and influence, whose coopera¬ 
tion in the PPF was desirable, could become members of the 
PPF if they so desired or on the basis of an invitation. This is 
the fact and the truth. On the other hand, it is contrary to the 
Party line that individuals, principally Rcikosi, brand opinions 
expressed during a debate within the Party organ for the pur¬ 
pose of clarifying a question as rightist deviation, and to present 
the question in a distorted manner, as if I had taken a stand 
against an already established Party resolution. 

At the Third Party Congress, the problem of the PPF was 
the subject of broad discussion. The report of the Central 
Committee, which was presented by Mdtyds Rakosi, contained 
a brief text based on my proposal. However, on the basis of a 
theoretical foundation, I dealt with the problem more effec- 
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tively in my report, the guiding principles of which I disclosed 
at a meeting of the Central Committee which preceded the 
Congress. The Central Committee approved the guiding prin¬ 
ciples. The Congress, which debated my report, unanimously 
approved and adopted it as a resolution in its entirety without 
any changes, including the part pertaining to the PPF. 

In my report to the Congress, I expressed in detail my views 
on the PPF. Lenin very often and emphatically stressed that 
the enemy can be conquered only with the greatest effort and 
the wisest utilization of power. As he said, we must exploit 
every possibility, however small, so that we attain a federation 
that is supported by the masses. He pointed out clearly that one 
who doesn’t understand this, doesn’t understand even a minute 
portion of Marxism or the scientific socialism of our day. In my 
speech to the Congress, I said that Marxism must fulfill this 
precept through the People’s Front policies of the Party and 
through the national unity embodied in the People’s Front, in 
accordance with the teachings of Lenin. In our specific situa¬ 
tion, under the conditions of the class struggle, the creation of 
a mass base wider and more extensive than the Worker-Peasant 
Federation is greatly aided by the fact that, by reason of the 
nature of our revolutionary development, the aspect of dicta¬ 
torial violence became less evident, and the peaceful tasks of 
economic development and social and cultural activities became 
more evident. For the rest, I explained in detail that the new 
PPF must be a militant movement, not just a constructive one; 
that a front actually must be created to protect our attain¬ 
ments, our People’s Democracy, our freedom, our independ¬ 
ence, and our national sovereignty against internal and external 
reactionary imperialistic intrigue, to protect the peace, and to 
prevent war. The new PPF then would be the army struggling 
for these great aims, provided it takes deeper root in the masses 
of the Hungarian people. The intellectual content of the new 
PPF must be enriched. The idea of independence and freedom 
and our centuries-old traditions, which are a powerful force for 
moving the masses, must be fused with the concepts of democ¬ 
racy and socialism. In refutation of Szecsodi’s lies—he brought 
the fabricated charge against me that, in the evaluation of our 
national past and our traditions, a serious rightist nationalistic 
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deviation is perceivable—behold, here is the answer: our 
national traditions must be tempered with the concepts of 
democracy and socialism. In the social and political mass work 
of the PPF, the idea of patriotism and friendship of peoples 
(this isn’t nationalism, but perhaps proletarian international¬ 
ism) must be promoted with greater emphasis. The heroic 
actions of the resistance movement and the traditions of the 
independent anti-Fascist front must be told more widely and 
courageously than heretofore, I asserted in my report before 
the Congress. 

I stood for these Marxist-Leninist views as set forth in Party 
resolutions then, and I stand for them today. Policies that I 
developed were embodied in Party resolutions, yet some indi¬ 
viduals are attempting to accuse me of distorting the resolutions 
of the Party, claiming that I personally distorted my opinions 
and views. At the Third Party Congress, they distorted the PPF 
policies and the resolution pertaining to the problems of the 
PPF, and furthermore they bypassed the PPF. However, this 
was not my doing, but the doing of those who have previously 
relegated several PPF’s to a similar fate and who, from the be¬ 
ginning, opposed the new PPF and were only looking for an 
opportunity to eliminate the immature, though very promising, 
People’s Front—in such a way, however, as to place the responsi¬ 
bility on rightist deviationists—in essence, on those who were 
in the vanguard of the PPF. With actually existing problems, 
or by exaggerating the alleged problems of the PPF, they 
hastened first to fabricate charges against me. One of these 
charges was that I wanted to place the PPF above the Party and 
state organs and to subordinate them to the policy and super¬ 
vision of the PPF. My views on the role of the Party and state 
and their relationship to the PPF, as expressed before the 
Congress, refute this charge. It was stressed that the logical 
realization of our Party’s new policy is a prerequisite for the 
successful emergence of PPF politics. This means that the PPF 
must be placed in the service of Party policy, not the reverse, 
and not that the Party be under the PPF, as they accused me 
of desiring it, although not by name, in the March resolution. 

The charge was also often made that some individuals, right- 
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ist deviationists, attempted to discontinue DISZ * and make 
the PPF responsible for the organization of youth. It appears as 
if they are holding me responsible for all the views and activi¬ 
ties of those individuals. Prior to the March resolution of the 
Central Committee, I was the first and only one of the members 
of the Political Committee and of the Central Committee who 
definitely and openly stood for keeping DISZ independent, and 
who opposed those who proposed to disband DISZ and allow it 
to be absorbed by the PPF. In my speech at the council election 
meeting, sponsored by DISZ headquarters and held in the 
Parliament Building on November i8, 1954, I stressed that 
“the task and responsibility of utilizing, through its own organ¬ 
ization and work, that large opportunity and assistance which 
the PPF movement affords to youth, devolves upon DISZ. This 
is how DISZ gains strength; this is how the PPF obtains strong 
support among Hungarian youth. DISZ, therefore will not 
merge with the PPF as an impartial organization because it 
would lose its significance and importance and could not fulfill 
its mission of representing and solving the problems of youth.'' 

I believe that the above facts prove that I stood in support 
of DISZ and spoke out against attacks on it. After the meeting, 
the leaders c^f DISZ acknowledged this with great satisfaction. 
In the March resolution, and afterward, all this wms refuted. 
The spinelessness of several DISZ leaders, particularly of 
Szakali, was best indicated by the fact that after the March 
resolution, he not only kept silent on all that I had said in the 
interest of DISZ, but by his lies he himself endeavored to sup- 
j)ort and prove the trumped-up charges against me. 

Undoubtedly there were faults in the PPF movement during 
its preparatory stage, as well as in the implementation of the 
resolution. We know, too, as could be anticipated, that the 
enemy also attempted to infiltrate the movement and utilize it 
for its own purpose. The Political Committee discussed this 
problem on several oexasions and unanimously adopted resolu¬ 
tions to eliminate these hostile efforts and to correct prelimi¬ 
nary faults. The trouble, the errors, the dangers began Avith 
excesses, with the exaggeration of rightist deviation, with whic h 
I did not agree because the situation and facts completely con- 
• The Communist Hungarian Youth Organization. 
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tradicted this. I could not agree with MatyAs Rakosi, who 
classified the PPF, lock, stock, and barrel, as the revived activity 
of the enemy. At that time, I opposed this several times in the 
Political Committee. It is also certain that in some areas at¬ 
tempts were made in the PPF movement to make it independ¬ 
ent of the Party, or, in other words, to raise the PPF above the 
Party and Council organs. In spite of these improper views and 
endeavors, the work continued successfully, and these efforts 
were restricted to only a few instances. Yet this was exaggerated 
to the point of calling it a national danger. I must point out 
that I also spoke up against these improper practices in the 
Political Committee and presented a satisfactory proposal, 
which was accepted by the Political Committee. It can be 
verified in the records of the Political Committee that, in the in¬ 
terest of ensuring the Party’s leading role, I proposed that the 
vigorous progress apparent in the work and organization of the 
PPF had to be curbed, and at the same time the rural, mainly 
the village, Party organizations had to be strengthened, so that 
the expanding PPF movement could be kept under control 
and be assured of Party leadership and guidance. I pointed out 
several times, during the Political Committee meetings, that 
the chief task during the transition is not the further expansion 
of the PPF but the consolidation of the existing movement and 
of the results already attained, the development of cooperation 
with mass organizations on a sound basis, and, most important 
of all, the political and organizational assurance of Party lead¬ 
ership. 

I discussed these same problems with the chairmanship of 
the National Council and emphasized that measures must be 
taken immediately against all persons and activities that at¬ 
tempt to utilize the PPF against the Party, and that the prin¬ 
cipal point—that the PPF stand on the theoretical basis of 
Party policy—must be adhered to in all operations of the PPF. 

This and many other facts indicate that I struggled for the 
proper and complete realization of the Party’s policies within 
the PPF movement. For this reason I cannot agree, and I con¬ 
sider it to be unjust and contrary to Party principles, that they 
are charging me with the entire responsibility for the mistakes 
and difficulties of the PPF, which generally are unavoidable in 



213 


ON COMMUNISM 

the preliminary stages of all mass organizations. Therefore I 
must make clear that, with respect to the problems of the PPF, 
neither my ideological views nor my actual activities were op¬ 
portunist, anti-Marxist, or rightist deviationism, because I exe¬ 
cuted the Party’s resolutions correctly and directly in the spirit 
of Marxism and Leninism. 



Chapter 18. 


State Discipline, Legality, and 
Collection of Agricultural Produce 


The March resolution of the Central Committee states: 

It is the opinion of our Party Central Committee that we must 
continue our efforts to expand agricultural production. However, 
at the same time, the fulfillment of civic duties is required, for 
only in this w^ay can the material bases of the people's economy 
—including the development of agriculture—be established. 

I hold the resolution correct and am in agreement with it. 
In the wake of the March resolution, press comments on this 
question also began to appear, suppressing all that I had written 
or said about these problems and all that 1 had done in practice 
to work them out while Premier. With the aid of lies, they first 
of all charged me with right-wing deviation. 

In the interest of establishing the facts and to disprove the 
slander against me, I will cite several sections of speeches I de¬ 
livered during the past twelve to eighteen months. In my semi¬ 
annual report on the business activities of the government, 
given at the January 23, 1954, meeting of the National Assem¬ 
bly, I said the following: 

Legality is the firm foundation of our People's Republic and 
our government. Unlawful deeds undermine the power of our 
people. Therefore, they must be struck down with the full force 
of the law in every case. The local councils can count on the 
ultimate support of the workers in their efforts to ensure legality. 

214 
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The task is twofold: the councils must realize that not only 
abuses in the application of laws but also failures to fulfill civic 
duties are illegal. Therefore, ensuring legality also means that 
the fulfillment of civic obligations must be enforced in every 
field, in the payment of taxes, in produce collection, and else¬ 
where. In the field of tax payment and produce collection, the 
government has assured large-scale advantages by reducing taxes 
and quota obligations. We linked the advantages to the prompt 
fulfillment of obligations, which we exact with increased severity. 
This application of the law is not only a right, but a state obliga¬ 
tion of the local councils. 

I dealt intensively and in detail with the related questions of 
state discipline, the fulfillment of civic duties, and legality, and 
1 also pointed out the practical problems for state organs at 
the Third Party Congress in my report on “State Administra¬ 
tion and the Duties of the ("ouru ils.” In this connection I said, 
among other things: 

The basis for the operation of our state and administrative 
organs is socialist legality, which is founded on state discipline 
and the fulfillment of civic duties as well as on the guarantee of 
civic rights. Legality and law are always the will of the ruling 
class, and the protection of the social order is its duty. Socialist 
legality, under the direction of the working class, is the broadest 
expression of the will of the masses, and a very powerful tool for 
the building of socialism and the protection of the People's 
Democratic system. Socialist legality must find its expression 
through the unconditional and strict adherence to and main¬ 
tenance of the laws and other rules of the People’s Democratic 
state by all state and social organs, officials, and citizens. There 
are even safeguards for this in our People’s Democracy. One is 
the broad participation of the working masses in the work of the 
state, and in the sphere of the exercise of power and of adminis¬ 
tration alike. 

The second safeguard is that here, and in the People's Democ¬ 
racies in general, laws and other rules are not forced on the 
people from outside, but express the will of the overwhelming 
majority and correspond to the interests of the workers; legisla¬ 
tive power is even exercised directly by the people through the 
central and local organs. Every state employee, particularly the 
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workers in the local councils, must keep this always in mind. This 
is the firm theoretical base which prevents all wavering in ques¬ 
tions of legality, and no situation will arise in which the leaders 
of local councils, as is often said, do not know when they are 
transgressors and when they are opportunists. As if laxity or en¬ 
croachments could only be committed in connection with law 
enforcement! They do not even think that it is possible to enforce 
the laws well and properly. Our local councils must keep this in 
mind above all else in their work, especially because this is an 
important condition of socialist legality. The exact enforcement 
of laws, however, demands strict state discipline. In this sphere, 
serious encroachments can be observed in the work of leaders and 
employees of local councils. Socialist legality cannot succeed if 
state discipline is lax. This is the root of the trouble. As long as 
the council leaders and employees do not personally fulfill their 
lawful obligations, they cannot expect others to observe the law. 

Strict state discipline protects local council leaders and work¬ 
ers alike from error, laxity, and abuses. There is no other solu¬ 
tion. llierefore, the most important task before us in the work 
of our local councils and other state organs is the strengthening of 
state discipline. This is the decisive link in the work of the entire 
state, and by adhering to it we can eliminate all weaknesses in 
the work of our councils and can increase the authority of our 
executive power. 

The primary task of the local councils is to establish completely 
the validity of the laws in the sphere of both rights and duties 
in every area of state, social, and economic life. With regard to 
legality, experience shows that serious uncertainty prevails in the 
application and observance of laws in our local councils, chiefly 
with regard to the fulfillment of civic duties. They interpret 
legality in a one-sided fashion, exhibiting concern only with the 
protection of legal rights and not insisting on legal duties; they 
apply neither the provisions of the law nor punishment for neg¬ 
ligence, as is clearly indicated by the lag apparent mainly in 
the field of tax payment and produce collection. Heads of local 
councils, responsible functionaries, and subordinates alike should 
realize that not only must encroachments in the application of the 
laws be considered as legal abuses, but negligence in the fulfill¬ 
ment of civic duties is also a legal abuse, against which one must 
act with no less severity than against encroachments. After the 
uncertainty, it is time to restore matters to full legality, for the 
sake of the consolidation of state authority. It should be under- 
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Stood that insistence on the observance of laws does not weaken 
or ruin the relationship between the councils and the working 
masses; rather, it strengthens the councils and improves that 
relationship, and increases the authority of the state. Weak, lax, 
and irresolute state organs have no authority in the eyes of the 
working masses, and this paves the way for the undermining of 
our council machinery. Not laxity, but the just and strict appli¬ 
cation of legality, places the majority of our working people and 
our working peasants in the villages at the side of our local 
councils. The people’s sense of justice demands this of the coun¬ 
cil leaders and employees. The faith placed in the council and in 
its just and legal operation can be no more effectively shattered 
than by our council organs and workers retreating before il¬ 
legality and ignoring neglect in the fulfillment of duties. 

I very explicitly raised the question of legality at the Greater 
Budapest Party rally on July ii, 1953, where I said the follow- 
ing: 

Being aware of this, it must be emphasized time and again that 
he who responds to the good will and far-reaching assistance of 
the government with a disregard of state and national interests, 
by violating the law, has no one to blame but himself. He will be 
confronted by the laws of our People’s Republic, which we apply 
strictly to everyone who violates them. Nor can they count on 
being accorded the long-range rights and privileges in preparation 
for all. They do not deserve it. Whoever listens to the words of 
the enemy instead of the Party or government, whoever takes the 
path of illegality instead of the path of law, should not count on 
the help of the Party and the government. This applies to all our 
measures and to everyone. This includes those who, instead of 
waiting for October—the end of the financial year—want to 
leave the producer cooperatives in the middle of the summer 
when there is so much work, or who want to see them partitioned 
now instead of abiding by these laws in the manner and [for the] 
period ordered by the government. It also includes those who 
think the expansion of their rights and freedoms and of help and 
privileges means that they now have absolutely no obligations 
toward the state—neither the payment of taxes nor delivery ob¬ 
ligations—instead of complying with these obligations. It applies 
no less to those kulaks who respond to government orders to put 
an end to illegality and violence with anti-Party anti-government. 
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and anti-People’s attitudes, with violations of the law, and with 
violence against the working people. They should be shown no 
mercy, and they will find that we apply the full severity of the 
law to them. 

My standpoint on questions of state control, the fulfillment 
of civic obligations, and in general on legality, is precise and 
clear, and my practical activity was conducted in this spirit. I 
consider my standpoint and activity in these matters to be 
proper, and I do not accept the charge of opportunism. 

The laxities revealed in the matters that have been touched 
upon are a consequence of past mistakes, but the fact that our 
Party and state organs fell into the other extreme as a result 
of the change also figures in these laxities. Therefore the leader¬ 
ship of the Party and of the state alike, in which I participate 
with them, are responsible. But to make the mistakes appear to 
be a result of my right-wing deviation is partly an evasion of 
responsibility and partly fraud. 

The March resolution of the Central Committee says the fol¬ 
lowing on the question of produce collection: 

Certain people in our Party also have taken an erroneous stand 
in the question of collection. It is because of this right-wing view¬ 
point and the intrigues of the kulaks that the collection plan, 
which was duly reduced by the Party and government, was not 
fulfilled in 1954. The importance of the delivery obligation was 
not emphasized and the relaxation in collection discipline was 
accepted with passivity. 

Since this charge is also directed primarily against the “right- 
wing viewpoint’' and since, according to the March resolution, 
I was the primary representative of this, let us see what my 
opinion was in the problem of collection and what I did to put 
it into effect. As Minister of the Food Industry and Collection, 
and then Deputy Premier, when I was the responsible director 
for collection for approximately three years, I indicated on 
countless occasions, orally and in writing, the role and im¬ 
portance of collection in the building of socialism. In my actual 
work, the results of collection proved that I executed the reso¬ 
lutions of the Party and government successfully, even when I 
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did not agree in many respects with the resolutions, as I pointed 
out at the time to the Party and state organs concerned. Thus 
in the past my expressed opinions on collection show that I rep¬ 
resented a correct viewpoint in both principle and practice. 

In my speech, “Several F.conomic Problems in the Transition 
from Capitalism to Socialism in the Countries of the People’s 
Democracies,” at the Hungarian Academy of Science, I said the 
following in my theoretical discussion of the significance of 
produce collection in the people’s economy: 

During the current period of transition in Hungary, as well as 
in the other People’s Democracies, the proportional role of in¬ 
dependent farms is most significant in the production of con¬ 
sumer goods. Compared to it, the socialist sector is lagging. One 
of the characteristics of the period of transition in the field of 
production and trade of consumer goods and raw materials de¬ 
rives from this fact. One part of the consumer goods and raw 
materials needed by the city is produced by the state and coopera¬ 
tive sector, but an overwhelmingly greater part of it is produced 
by the independent small holder sector. 

Consequently, the supply of consumer goods and raw materials 
for the cities rests decisively witii the independent small holder 
and not with the socialist sector of agriculture. However, the un¬ 
planned nature of production by the independent farmers, as 
well as their sale of surplus goods, makes uncertain the regular 
and planned supply of the city with consumer goods and raw 
materials. The importance of obligatory state collection during 
the current period of transition in Hungary and in the People’s 
Democracies is therefore significant, because it is designed to 
smooth the conflict existing between socialist industry and inde¬ 
pendent small-scale agriculture in supplying the city with con¬ 
sumer goods and raw materials. 

State collection must procure that quantity of products with 
which the state can overcome the uncertainty stemming from the 
unplanned nature of independent peasant production in supply¬ 
ing the city with food and raw materials, and it can assure a 
regular supply. In this way, our view is that state collection has a 
very important role in the consolidation of economic cooperation 
between city and town and its further development, in the regular 
supply of goods for the inhabitants, and in an increasing imple¬ 
mentation of the socialist principle of “from each according to 
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his ability and to each according to his work'" in the distribution 
of goods. 

This is also greatly helped by the fact that the city is no longer 
the center for exploiting the village, but is now an inexhaustible 
source of assistance, development, and socialist reorganization in 
the village, which is an important factor in strengthening the 
worker-peasant alliance and ensuring the leadership role of the 
working class. 

I believe that my opinions on collection can in no way be 
classed as anti-Marxist right-wing deviation. In the question of 
collection, who among the members of the Political Committee 
and the Central Committee did represent the proper Marxist 
viewpoint, and when and where did they express it? To my 
knowledge—nowhere. But when responsibility is under discus¬ 
sion, they try to shift the blame entirely to me, even forgetting 
that there is a Minister for Produce Collection, on whom re¬ 
sponsibility probably falls first if there are problems in this 
field. But the records of the Political Committee meetings 
should be examined, which show that in questions of mistakes, 
laxities, or violations in the field of collection, I participated in 
the debates on every occasion and made proposals much more 
actively than did many other members of the Political Com¬ 
mittee, who now, forgetting all else, are helping to contrive the 
charge of right-wing deviation against me. At the conference 
held on January 25 for the Megye executive committee chair¬ 
men, it was I who, several days before I became ill, mobilized 
the council for the most important and most urgent problems 
of collection, indicating the tasks to be done. The day-long 
conference was attended by Andras Hegedus, who then had 
charge of produce collection, and Antal Apro, who supervised 
the council executive committees, and the problems of this area 
pertained to them. At the conference, which took up problems 
of livestock collection, chiefly the lagging hog collection, 
neither Hegedus nor Apro was willing to speak. I requested 
permission to speak, and in a speech of approximately half an 
hour I indicated the tasks of the council and collecting organs. 
If necessary, I can make the text of my speech available. 

After this, one can justly ask what was done in the interests 
of produce collection by those who now accuse me, saying, 
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‘'The importance of collection was not emphasized and the 
slackening of collection discipline was viewed idly.** If 
examined, it will become apparent that among the leaders 
many did nothing, and some few did far less than I for the en¬ 
forcement of collection. 

We also must discuss another aspect of the problem of legal¬ 
ity. Much was said about this, and important conclusions were 
reached in the resolution and in the June, 1953, meeting of the 
Central Committee. The judicial and state security systems 
were not under the democratic control of the masses, which 
unavoidably caused these institutions to become bureaucratic 
organs, as the June, 1953, resolution states. These organs en¬ 
sured neither legality nor law and order. The essence and 
strength of the constitutional theory and government of the 
People’s Democracy depends on the preservation of a viable 
relationship with the people and on their control of that theory 
and government. However, we have deviated from these Lenin¬ 
ist principles, and herein are the roots of the gravest evil of 
our state life, the damage to legality and to law and order, 
which ultimately stem from the separation from the masses. 

In this respect, we are coming dangerously close to the situa¬ 
tion of the spring of 1953, when extraordinary measures were 
required. Because of the mistakes of the Party and government 
leaders, we are again in a position in which our state apparatus, 
local councils, organs of justice, police, and national defense 
commit a series of illegalities with regard to the people, es¬ 
pecially to the village inhabitants. They pass serious mass judg¬ 
ments that have no foundation in law. The number of people 
against whom legal proceedings have been started or carried out 
runs into the tens and tens of thousands, not to mention the 
abuses and other illegalities committed in the field of produce 
collection, tax collection, the regrouping of farm plots, and the 
organization of producer cooperatives. The dissatisfaction of 
the people is increased by the fact that even otherwise proper, 
necessary, and legal measures are executed in a cold, unfeeling, 
unpopular way. Besides impairing legality and law and order, all 
this has already greatly disrupted the very foundation of our 
statehood, the Worker-Peasant Federation. All the more fre¬ 
quent signs point to the degeneration of the dictatorship of the 
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proletariat. During the past six months, the hazard of right-wing 
deviation has taken on dangerous proportions—not in the form 
of views that are a riglit-wing deviation from Marxism, but in 
the form of the shift to the right by the broadest masses of peo¬ 
ple, the ever more pronounced turn against the Party and gov¬ 
ernment, and tile spread and increase of a reactionary, counter¬ 
revolutionary atmosphere. In this regard, the situation today is 
more serious than in the period prior to June, 1953. The cause 
of this is extreme “leftism,’' expressed partly in the March 
resolutic:>ns but mainly in our actions, which is driving the 
masses into the arms of the enemy. The Communists have an 
immeasurable responsibility to recognize and prevent the im¬ 
pending danger and to indicate the way out of the danger, 
which can only be done by fully enforcing the principles laid 
down in the June resolution and the resolutions of the Congress. 



Chapter 19. 


Culture, Literature, and Art 


The April resolution of the Central Committee asserts, inter 
alia, that “the anti-Marxist, anti-Party views ... of Comrade 
Imre Nagy constitute a coherent system and encompass also the 
most diverse areas of cultural life/' 

The sense of this statement is that the Central Committee 
resolution holds me responsible for the right-wing manifesta¬ 
tions appearing in cultural life also. 

I hardly was able to engage—I am sorry to say—in cultural, 
literary, and artistic problems, except, for the most part, in dis¬ 
cussions of proposals or reports concerning such matters that 
came up at the Political Committee, or in connection with 
concrete recommendations submitted to the Council of Minis¬ 
ters for decision. I was not involved in theoretical, literary, ar¬ 
tistic, or cultural policy questions. Not one word appeared in the 
Central Committee resolution of March, 1955, about my respon¬ 
sibility for right-wing mistakes in this field. It w^ould appear, 
however, that this did not keep them from condemning me for 
right-wing mistakes in this field too in the April resolution. 

I concerned myself with literary questions in my petition 
addressed to the March session of the Central Committee, in 
which I wrote the following: 

I cannot remain silent on what is happening among the writers 
and in literature. Undoubtedly serious errors have been com- 
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mitted by certain writers in the literary field. They have written 
bad, improper verse and other works; they have used exaggerated 
criticism; mainly, they have looked for failure in everything, and 
so on. For this they must be censured, and we must help them 
find the correct road. This is in order. But I am unable to agree 
that certain comrades, and here I am thinking particularly of 
Mihaly Farkas, should interfere crudely in literary questions, 
sometimes without knowing anything about them, thereby corn* 
promising not only themselves but also the Party. Not infre¬ 
quently they have set the writers, or a considerable number of 
them, against the Party, injuring their self-respect, impugning 
their reputation as writers and as individuals, and questioning 
their Communist character in consequence of some mistake. 

This, honored comrades, cannot be the policy of our Party with 
regard to literature; these cannot be the methods of our Party 
in dealing with the writers, who, despite small or even serious 
mistakes, having corrected these mistakes, serve the People’s 
Democracy with honor, and, aside from mistaken writings, add 
to the progressive literary work of socialist realism with splen¬ 
did compositions. 

I judge this view of mine correct and support it now\ In 
neither the March nor the April resolution is there any con¬ 
crete reference as to when and in what way I committed mis¬ 
takes that could justify the very serious statements in reference 
to the cultural field made in the April resolution. For just this 
reason, I must consider what I said about the tasks confronting 
the government in the cultural field as correct, until the alleged 
mistakes are clearly disclosed. In the government program on 
July 4, 1953, I said, inter alia, the following; 

It is necessary that distinguished members of the intelligentsia 
of our People’s Democracy be active in the field of their endeavor 
and that they occupy positions worthy of their talents—be they 
teachers, engineers, lawyers, doctors, agronomists, or something 
else. Everyone must take cognizance of the fact that talent and 
knowledge bring greater esteem in a People's Democracy than 
ever was the case in the old world of class distinction. This esteem 
must manifest itself in a broad work potential and material ap¬ 
preciation. 
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I^ter, I said tlie following in connection with education: 

We have practically enforced college education with huge sac¬ 
rifices. Efforts in this field must now be considerably more modest. 
At the same time, much greater attention than heretofore must 
be devoted to the people’s schools; investment must be increased, 
and the number of schools, classrooms, and teachers must be 
augmented. . . . More attention, care, and financial resources 
must be devoted to the schools on the farm, in the village, and in 
the working quarters. This will be a considerably more demo¬ 
cratic school policy. 

More tolerance must be evidenced in religious problems too. 
The use of administrative tools in this field is inadmissable . . . 
in this question, the government must use tolerance, the tools of 
which are enlightenment and persuasion. 

At the January 23, 1954, parliamentary session on our educa¬ 
tional system, I said the following: 

The maximum effort and material sacrifice must be made in 
our educational system for the improvement of the general 
schools. . . . The government must take up the material prob¬ 
lems of the teachers, particularly those in the villages and on the 
farms, lire general schools, however, must be provided with new 
instructional material as well as with building improvements. 
... It is here that, in the spirit of socialist patriotism, we must 
lay the foundations of the Hungarianism and higher culture level 
of the growing new generation. We must try and we must succeed 
in basing the cultural development of our youth on general school 
education. 

In the same speech, I said the following about the problems 
of our cultural policy: 

The major task is comprehensive, systematic work in every 
area of cultural life, and to eliminate cultural deficiencies by 
means of the tools of science, literature, [and] art, not the least 
of which is our film art. The democratization of culture and its 
far-reaching educational role must be ensured. ... A major 
task is the fostering of Hungarian classical literature. . . . More 
fairy story books and novels for youngsters must be made avail- 
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able to our children and young people. The popular and national 
character of the theater must be more emphasized. Special atten¬ 
tion must be devoted to the fate of Hungarian drama. In the 
sphere of the graphic arts, we must take great steps to convert 
such art into a tool for beautifying our life and for educating 
the masses. 

Is this an incorrect, mistaken, right-wing, anti-Party view? 

In order that my opinion about the symptoms appearing in 
cultural life and about deviations one way or the other be 
clear, I want to assert the following: After the new government 
program, great discussions began in cultural circles about 
the application of the June resolution of the Party. These dis¬ 
cussions were generally productive and brought results; they 
approved the program calling for cultural democratization, 
a comprehensive study of our people's cultural requirements, 
and increased concern with the satisfaction of the cultural needs 
of the working people. The promotion of local initiative and 
the increase of independent activity in mass cultural work 
helped to deepen our cultural revolution. 

A correct effort arose from the policy of our Party, an effort 
to strengthen and mobilize patriotic forces in artistic life. We 
must help the writers and artists in their work—the writers and 
artists who belong to us or who are drawing near to us. We must 
draw them closer in debates on principles; we must reach 
courageously for our progressive traditions and the rich inherit¬ 
ance of world culture. The ambition of our writers and artists 
to surpass the results so far achieved, their search for new forms 
of expression, is a proper ambition, which will help in the solu¬ 
tion of the tasks confronting us. 

The results achieved as a result of the June policy in the 
areas of a freer atmosphere for cultural work, of a marked 
decrease in the excessive degree of centralization, and of the 
elimination of bureaucratic methods had a favorable influence 
on cultural life. The activities of our artists and writers in¬ 
creased, and new achievements were born. 

A greater creative liberty and the strengthening of independ¬ 
ent activity in cultural work, and our efforts directed at an 
increase in national unity, would have helped to achieve 
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additional results. Greater liberty and the increase in democ¬ 
racy demand greater political and ideological aggressiveness, 
increased efforts to correct errors, and a struggle against bu¬ 
reaucracy and schematism. However, care must be taken lest 
the struggle against bureaucracy and schematism and the free¬ 
dom of criticism change into a denial of our cultural and po¬ 
litical achievements. 

The debate concerning the problem of old people and young 
people that has developed in the wake of the article of Peter 
Veres in Irodalrni Ujsag is a real contribution to a clarification 
of the future paths and tasks of our literary policy. The con¬ 
tributions of Tamas Aczel, Tiber Deri, Sandor Erdei, and 
Gyula Hay are real steps forward in the clarification of impor¬ 
tant questions of principle in Hungarian literature. I agree with 
their views and with their standpoint on principles. They are 
most competent to point out the paths and tasks of literary 
policy. Among other things, Comrade Gyula Hay wrote as 
follows concerning these problems in his article entitled “Free¬ 
dom and Responsibility’' {Irodalrni Ujsag, September lo, 1955): 

Perhaps the most characteristic aspect of the immediate situa¬ 
tion in our literature is the positive, unified effort and approach 
of the great majority of Hungarian writers. No question but that 
this is a most heartening and healthy symptom, and it satisfies one 
of the most pleasing requirements of literary policy: the national 
unity of literature. The immediate aim of this unity is also es¬ 
pecially heartening: the effort for the freedom of literature. A 
socialist society guarantees possibilities for the freedom of litera¬ 
ture of which earlier societies could hardly dream. However, the 
possibility does not mean automatic realization. It is the duty of 
the writer to create a free literature and, in so far as it already 
exists, to defend it. . . . The existence or nonexistence of social¬ 
ist literature depends on this: that the ideal of the freedom of 
literature be realized—or more precisely, that the outmoded 
bureaucratic, administrative obstacles that inhibit free literary 
creation and that are against the spirit of Party and People’s 
Democracy be abolished. This is the most important goal: the 
development and progress of literature toward the creation of a 
deeper, more complete truth, toward the serving of the future— 
and this development can be reached only by eliminating all 
obstacles. . . . 
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Thus, there is emerging from our united struggle for the free¬ 
dom of literature—the most important task from the standpoint 
of the future—the liberation of literary trends based on Marxist- 
Leninist ideology from various obstacles, which developed from 
the dialectic of things, not from hostile desires, but which never¬ 
theless stubbornly persist. 

Comrades Aczel, Deri, and Erdei wrote in the same spirit. 
They all gave expression to their aspirations for unity and 
liberty, which are the surest pledges for the future develop¬ 
ment of Hungarian literature. 

We must turn to the question of partisanship also, a ques¬ 
tion that is being sharply revised these days in connection with 
the work of our writers and that is usually raised incorrectly 
and in a deceptive manner. Laszlo Szecsodi dealt with this ques¬ 
tion most recently in the October 2, 1955, issue of Szahad Nep, 
in his article entitled “Against Bourgeois Objectivism—for 
Proletarian Partisanship.” Szecsodi defines proletarian partisan¬ 
ship in the passage that follows, and I consider his definition 
basically correct: 

Thus, responsible representation of the class interests of the 
proletariat requires the frank and iindistorted revelation of the 
truth. This is the most important demand of proletarian par¬ 
tisanship: a more correct recognition of the truth, and proper 
activity supporting that recognition in the interest of the prole¬ 
tariat and the entire working people. 

I also agree with Szecsodi’s statement made earlier in connec¬ 
tion with the demands of partisanship: 

The true Party Communist standpoint here is also the basic 
recognition and study of existing achievements—and their use in 
suitable areas of the social life of our People's Democracy. Those 
who see big words and phrases in partisanship seriously err and 
come into conflict with the most fundamental demands of par¬ 
tisanship. 

All this is correct and true, and if Szecsodi had stood on 
these principles and fought for a Party socialist-realist litera¬ 
ture he would have rendered a great service, together with our 
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[other] writers, to the attainment of the great goals now crys¬ 
tallizing out of the literary arguments—national unity, freedom, 
and partisanship of literature. However, Szecsodi turns against 
the principles that he had himself set forth and gives a false 
interpretation of them, an interpretation that markedly deviates 
from the true essence of partisanship and from the Marxist- 
Leninist definition of it. It develops from his line of argument 
that partisanship is the approval, the affirmation without res¬ 
ervation, of the policy of the Party. Indeed, Szecsodi goes even 
farther, and though he doesn’t actually say it, it can be inferred 
from his reasoning that partisanship is the affirmation of the 
March, 1955, lesolution of the Central Committee and its 
realization in literature. But a stand taken on the policy an¬ 
nounced in June, 1953, or on its approval, is opposed to parti¬ 
sanship. Szecsodi does not say why a stand in literature for the 
March resolution is correct partisanship, or why approval or 
defense of the June policy is antipartisanship. Therefore, be¬ 
cause the essence of partisanship is not defined by the correct 
views of principle that Szecstkli expressed above, it is neither 
true nor a frank exposure of reality; rather, the leaders of the 
Party establish, for the moment, what conforms or does not 
conform to the Party line in literature and in art. This pre¬ 
cludes the determination of reality, the search for truth, the 
exchange of ideas—and most of all it precludes criticism. 

In the period preceding June, 1953, the Hungarian writers 
looked upon the events around them on the basis of this false, 
warped interpretation of partisanship, and it turned out that 
they were seriously in error. They distorted reality and truth 
with this warped partisanship; literature, art, and music became 
a distorting mirror in which the people did not recognize in 
their true proportions the great problems of their lives that 
needed answers. The workers of Hungarian literature were 
shocked into dismay by this after June, 1953, and they want to 
use this great experience—it is not excessive to say this historic 
experience—extensively as a basis for the consciousness and emo¬ 
tional atmosphere of the present generation, for the molding of 
a new, socialist type of man. How far Szecsodi deviates from a 
correct definition of the demands of partisanship is clearly 
shown by the following part of his article: 
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For example, it is remarkable that, prior to the March, 1955, 
resolution of the Central Committee of our Party, the rightest 
deviationists stated that errors, negation, and mistakes were the 
chief characteristics of the ten years of development of our 
People’s Democracy. This pessimistic view of the development of 
our People’s Democracy, this magnifying of errors and suppres¬ 
sion of achievements, was one of the most typical manifestations 
of rightist deviation. The Parliament speech of Comrade Imre 
Nagy at the time of the June, 1953, resolution of the Central 
Committee distorted this resolution in the direction indicated, 
and this view—primarily on the basis of the speech—became wide¬ 
spread, especially in our literary and artistic life; soon the press 
echoed it also. 

According to these statements it was the distortion of the 
June resolution—which I perpetrated in my Parliament speech 
—that caused the Party stand for the June policy to be opposed 
to partisanship. Szecsodi is launching his charge of distortion 
—and not for the first time—without being acquainted with the 
June resolution. Nor are the Hungarian writers aetjuainted 
with it. It is absolutely necessary for the sake of Hungarian 
Communists, and not just Communist writers, that the June 
resolution be made public property, so that the question of 
partisanship can be clarified and properly interpreted; so that 
Hungarian Avriters can take a Party stand; and so that new 
errors can be avoided. 

The June resolution is tlie cornerstone of a socialist-realist 
f-Iungarian literature and art true to the Partv. Without knowl¬ 
edge of it, our writers and artists are groping in the dark. 
Knowing it, they would be strengthened in their conviction 
that faithfulness to the principles of the resolution is an impor¬ 
tant factor in the partisanship of a sf)cialist-realist literature 
and art and in the future development of a socialist-realist 
literature and art. Szeesddi’s analysis does violence to the views 
he professes concerning criticism of the Party. He notes this 
himself when he writes, “Let us not err, criticism of mistakes 
is necessary.” These are the words. However, in practice not 
only is criticism regarded as unnecessary, it is not even allowed. 
It is superfluous to cite examples of this. If we remain in the 
area of literature, it will suffice to refer to the orders executed 
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against some writers and all editorial staffs, and to the confisca¬ 
tion of the September 17, 1955, issue of Irodalmi Ujsag, And 
finally, as to the high-sounding phrases and lies to which 
Szccsodi very correctly objected, they are a dangerous symptom 
in Party and public life, in the press, and in propaganda. This 
really is not compatible with partisanship; it is against just this 
that one must resolutely fight in the name of partisanship, 
which is today the outstanding reality in our literature and in 
the behavior of our writers, the surrender of which would 
mean great damage to literature, music, and art, and to the 
entire moral foundation of Hungarian public life. Therefore 
the steadfastness of the representatives of Hungarian literature 
and art means also tlie defense of the moral foundation of our 
social life. 

I know only from hearsay—as it was not put at my disposal I 
am not able to quote from it—the report of Matyas Rakosi that 
was given at the April 14 meeting of the Central Committee, 
in which he mentioned that I summoned Jozsef Darvas and 
took responsibility for his article, “Concerning Overbidding.’' 
For the sake of the facts, it must be stated that if Jozsef Darvas 
so informed Rdkosi, he did not speak the truth. I did not sum¬ 
mon Darvas; rather, he asked for a conference with me with 
reference to important questions concerning his ministry. And 
this happened at least several weeks after the appearance of his 
article, at a time when, despite the statement of Rakosi, there 
could have been no question of my wanting to speak to Darvas 
about writing his article. On the other hand, it is true that I 
said to Darvas, straight off and without beating about the bush, 
that I did not agree with his article, which I consider incorrect; 
it overstates the questions and thereby has caused confusion in 
the ranks of the Party as well as in wide circles outside of the 
Party. I disapproved it also because if the article really needed 
to be written, why should Jozsef Darvas write it, particularly 
since it could be felt from the article that he did not write it 
on his own initiative or of his own free will? I told him this. 
However, Darvas then protested most emphatically that he had 
never discussed the article with anyone. It was only after the 
April resolution that it became apparent from the report given 
at the meeting that Jozsef Darvas had told me a lie when he 
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denied having discussed the article with anyone in the Party. 
On the contrary, Mityds Rakosi stated that my conduct as 
regards the article was all the more serious because the article 
in question had been discussed with various comrades in the 
Party. However, I hardly can be held responsible for the conse¬ 
quences of Jozsef Darvas’ false information. 



chapter 20. Nationalism and 

Proletarian Internationalism 


With reference to the problem of Nationalism and Proletarian 
Internationalism, the following can be read in the March reso¬ 
lution of the Central Committee: 

One of the most dangerous manifestations of rightist deviation 
is nationalism and chauvinism. The Central Committee consid¬ 
ers a ruthless ideological battle against every manifestation of 
nationalism and chauvinism to be an absolute necessity. 

I agree completely with the statements of the resolution, 
indeed it repeats a well-known theorem of Marxism-Leninism 
when it states that one of the most dangerous manifestations of 
rightist deviation is naticmalism and chauvinism, and further 
when it demands a ruthless ideological battle against such 
manifestations. However, the resolution does not specify how 
this has manifested itself among us or who is identified with 
this most dangerous manifestation of rightist deviation. How¬ 
ever, what the resolution did not establish was provided by 
Laszlo Szecsodi in his article entitled ‘‘We Must Ruthlessly 
Expose Every Manifestation of Nationalism and Chauvinism'* 
in Szahad Nep. In this article, which is replete with fabrications 
and anti-Marxist, unscientific views, Laszlo Szecsodi goes be¬ 
yond the March resolution and names me as the chief repre¬ 
sentative of nationalist-chauvinist manifestations. If this were 
so, if this lie were true, then the March resolution of the Cen- 
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tral Committee would have stated it. Instead, Szecsodi took the 
burden of the statement upon himself. I do not know whether 
the Central Committee authorized Szecsodi to do this work for 
it, so that he, rather than the Central Committee, should raise 
the charge against me on the question of nationalism and 
chauvinism. Still, it must be established as a fact that newspaper 
and magazine articles went much further than the resolution 
of the Central Committee in every question taken up in resolu¬ 
tion of the Central Committee. Thus, it should be clarified 
whether the questions taken up in the resolution of the Central 
Committee represent the charge against me, or whether those 
writings that went beyond the resolution, drawing far-reaching 
conclusions and bringing up numerous new problems, leveled 
the whole arrav of charges against me. 

In the article in question, laszlo Szecsodi first declared that 
as a consequetK e of the activities of rightist deviationists, hid¬ 
den and open manifestations of nationalism had revived in our 
homeland. Then he went into the officious, recondite aspect 
of Marxist and nationalist interpretations of national unity; 
and naturally he was a Marxist, and I was a nationalist. Accord¬ 
ing to him, I am the proponent of national unity at any price. 
He Tvrites as follows: 

For example, on October 24, 195^4, in his speech at the congress 
of the Patriotic People’s Front. Comrade Imre Nagy spoke with¬ 
out anv reservation about the unitv of the entire nation and the 
united hearts and minds of 9.5 million Hungarians, in favor of 
the goals of the People's Democracy. 

Here follows a long, theoretical discourse on what actually 
is hidden behind this. He attempts to prove with simple- 
minded fabrications that my view of national unity is built on 
a class peace. Szecsodi writes: '‘Every attempt made for class 
peace must be exposed as a damaging, reactionary, nationalist 
theory.'" He derives his “class peace" national unity from the 
Q.r^ million Hungarians because this makes up the entire popu¬ 
lation of the country, including several tens of thousands or 
hundreds of thousands of kulaks, reactionaries, or holdovers 
from the old regime. This is Szecsbdi's “Marxism," and “class 
war" or “class peace," and national unity based upon popula- 
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tion figures. Even here his logic is faulty, because the country 
has a population of some 9.8 million, which is some 300,000 
people more than the 9.5 million Hungarians!mentioned.Thus, 
there is no (juestion of class peace on a basis of Szecsbdi’s theory 
of Marxist class war because there still remain 300,000 class 
enemies, reactionaries, kulaks, etc. for the ‘class war,” accord¬ 
ing to Szeesddi. 

But Lenin destroys with much more serious arguments 
Szecsodi's heedless talk concerning the interdependence of 
national unity and class war. Lenin has shown that in the 
course of the construction of socialism, the social nature of 
the working class, the peasantry, and the intellectuals changes; 
those elements that previously separated them die out. Thus 
these social groups draw together in economic, political, and 
intellectual relationships. This has already shown itself in the 
formation of a popular unity wider than the worker-peasant 
federation, i.e., the dictatorship of the proletariat cannot be 
restricted to the Worker-Peasant Federation. According to 
Lenin: 

The characteristic form of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
is a class federation of the proletariat, of the vanguard of workers, 
and of the large number of workers of the nonproletarian strata 
(petty ]K)urgeoisie, smallholders, j)easants, intelligentsia, etc.) or 
the majority of them; it is an anticapital federation, a federation 
for the complete destruction of capital, for the complete repres¬ 
sion of bourgeois resistance and attempts at restoration, for the 
final creation and solidification of socialism. 

Marxism places special emphasis on the fact that the work¬ 
ing class, after the consolidation of powder and as the oppor¬ 
tunity arises, will win over to its side the powerful petty bour¬ 
geois strata of the population, including the majority of the 
peasantry. 

Lenin emphasized on innumerable occasions and with special 
force that the enemy could be defeated only wdth the greatest 
exertions of strengtli and with the most basic, careful, circum¬ 
spect, and competent use of strength. As Lenin said: 

We must use every possibility, however minute, to bring about 
a federation that the masses will support, even if this federation 
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is temporary, unstable, unsure, untrustworthy, and conditional. 
He who does not understand this does not understand one iota 
of Marxism or of our scientific socialism in general. 

This was Lenin's opinion, and this was the spirit in which I 
wrote and spoke concerning the necessity of national solidarity, 
concerning national unity, and concerning the Patriotic 
People’s Front. Szccsodi could have found all this, if he had 
wanted to find it, in my report to the Third Party Congress. 
Indeed, he would have found much more there, but then he 
w^ould not have been able to tell such a pack of lies. My views 
on the question of national unity are correct, they agree with 
the teachings of Marxism-Leninism, and they are free of the 
reactionary, nationalist “theories” concocted by Szecsodi. Be¬ 
sides, my entire report to the Third Party Congress, including 
the theoretical parts, in so far as it dealt with questions of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, the worker-peasant alliance, 
national unity, and the People's Front, was adopted unani¬ 
mously and without change and was actually made into a Party 
resolution. Thus the charges of Szecsodi really are an attack on 
the Party resolution of the Third Congress. 

What Szecsodi has said, in the name of Marxism, concerning 
the characteristic development of a People's Democracy and the 
progressive traditions of our nationalist past was a mockery of 
Marxism-Leninism. His word for the “characteristic” develop¬ 
ment of the People's Democracy is “nationalism.” 

“The most frequently exposed manifestation of rightist, 
nationalist views has been a distortion of an interpretation of 
our nationalist past,” writes Szecsodi, and goes right into accus¬ 
ing the “rightist” deviationists, which naturally means me first 
of all, because “they neglected to expose the contradictions of 
our nationalist past and wanted to obscure the inconsistencies 
in our history and in the development of our culture.” 

I do not want to defend rightist deviationism, or those who 
fell into these errors and oppose Marxism-Leninism wittingly 
or unwittingly, or those who actually stray into nationalism. It 
would be madness to deny that there are such people and that 
ideological battles must be waged against them. But to raise 
the charge that the rightist deviationists neglected to expose the 
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contradictions of our nationalist past means, according to 
Szecsodi, that the rightist deviationists should have accom¬ 
plished in one and a half or two years what the Marxists did 
not accompish for decades. In other words, it means that all re¬ 
sponsibility for the oversights of the past must be borne by the 
lightest deviationists. To take up the question in this manner 
is nothing more than to distort and warp the actual situation. 
It was and is neceSvSary to consider the negligence of Marxist 
workers in problems of our national culture. This is a serious 
negligence, but it is not rightist deviationism. Such negligence, 
unfortunately, is characteristic of all our ideological work and 
applies to every area of such work, and if the stigma of rightist 
deviationism must be fixed, it applies to those who did not 
attend to such work in the past decade. 

If Szecsodi were going to concern himself with the interde¬ 
pendence of national traditions and nationalism, he should 
have indicated that prior to June, 1953—the date he gives for 
the beginning of rightist deviation-—cosmopolitanism, i.e., a 
form of nihilism opposed to all respect for the values of our 
national culture and traditions, and extreme left-wing views 
that deprecated and opposed those values (and were therefore 
anti-Marxist) were dominant. The chief task after June, 1953, 
was to liquidate these harmful, incorrect views, which would 
have given birth, day after day, to those nationalist, chauvinist 
views against which we now must struggle as a direct conse¬ 
quence of the mistakes of the past. Szecsodi is actually, even 
today, at least in the article cited, the spokesman for these 
'‘leftist,” anti-Marxist views. He puts forward these “leftist” 
views as Marxism and considers all other explanations of the 
questions at hand as rightist deviation. 

This is how the situation is shaping up: Those who most 
frequently and most loudly repeat the charge of nationalism are 
those whose anti-Marxist, cosmopolite views and policies make 
it necessary to fight today, while there is a danger of nationalism 
and while rightist views are appearing in the ranks of the Party. 
On the other hand, of course, we must fight with the scientific 
weapons of Marxism, with great tact and competence, lest we 
injure national self-esteem and feeling of pride; this has hap¬ 
pened recently and frequently in serious ways in connection 
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with judgments expressed concerning our national past and our 
cultural traditions. It is stupid ill will—the like of which is 
driving the mills of nationalism—to quote against me a line by 
Petofi—“If the earth were God’s hat, tlien our homeland is the 
bouquet upon it“—as if this were a manifestation of national¬ 
ism. I believe that our Party accepts the “nationalism” of Petofi, 
together with the quoted line. 

We have met with forms of nationalism that are much more 
serious than those cited and much more harmful in their conse¬ 
quences, about which the March resolution remains silent—and 
those responsible for them remain silent also. I will not deal 
with them exhaustively, but I will touch briefly on those ques¬ 
tions which must be pointed up not only in their economic rela¬ 
tionship but also from the point of view of Marxist ideology. 
What are these questions? 

A. The economic policy aiming at economic national self- 
sufliciency was followed by the leaders of the Party and the 
economy prior to June, 1953, and is now being revived. At 
that time, that policy had already damaged our relationships 
with the Soviet Union and the People’s Democratic countries, 
and it will do so in the future. 

B. The development of relationships, along Party and state 
lines, with Czechoslovakia and Rumania. Before June, 1953, 
there were extraordinary tensions in economic relationships, 
and there are documents to bear witness to the fact that these 
were the result of serious errors of Hungarian Party and eco¬ 
nomic leaders, and that even today we cannot completely elimi¬ 
nate the consequences of these errors. 

C. The extraordinary aggravation of our relationships with 
Yugoslavia over a period of seven years, which manifested itself 
in the most rudimentary forms of nationalism and chauvinism 
and served as its greatest source, and which was intensified to 
extremes by those who today repeat the charge of nationalism 
against me. 

These arc only the most blatant examples from the past. In 
the course of carrying out the June policies the task of liqui¬ 
dating via state means the open and hidden manifestations of 
nationalism fell largely upon me. The change in our economic 
policy in the spirit of the June resolution meant a turning point 
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also in the area of re-establishing our friendly relationships 
with neighboring People’s Democracies. By liquidating the mis¬ 
takes of the past with the German Democratic Republic and 
the Czechoslovak Republic, our relationships improved substan¬ 
tially in the economic, political, and cultural areas alike. I per¬ 
sonally took the first steps to re-establish the friendly relations 
that we had formerly had with the Rumanian People’s Re¬ 
public, which were of mutual advantage. This was made espe¬ 
cially difficult by the sharp dispute over the Paris Peace 
Conference and by the subsequent estrangement between the 
two countries, which resulted in a new resurgence of national¬ 
ism. In personal conversations with Comrade Gheorgiu Dej and 
later in my letter, I made suggestions for the liquidation of this 
unfortunate situation. There were also substantial initial steps 
in the area of repairing our relations with Yugoslavia, liqui¬ 
dating the serious errors of the past and renewing our previous 
friendly relations. I had a part in these, and this was recog¬ 
nized in responsible Yugoslav circles. 

I have already written about the hatred of the little peoples 
of the People’s Democratic countries of the Danube Valley for 
one another, and about the need for a fraternal unification. 
This was on March 30, 1947, in the periodical Kozgazdasag. 
Let us look at a few quotations: 

By and large, the same economic and political factors rule in 
the Danube Valley countries, and if there are differences among 
them in the levels of development attained, still the economic 
and political development everywhere is along popular demo¬ 
cratic lines. We are a more industriali/ed country than Yugo¬ 
slavia or Rumania, but Czechoslovakia surpasses us in this re¬ 
gard. In the area of agricultural production there are no great 
differences. . . . Harmonized cooperation and economic collab¬ 
oration wu‘11 increase the capacity, importance, and influence of 
the small economic units. The close cooperation of the Danube 
Valley countries in the area of agricultural production and mar¬ 
keting, and in other areas of the peoples' economy, must replace 
the competing or at best the divergent economic efforts that they 
have been waging with only the support of their own resources. 
. . . Only in this way can the small People’s Democracies stand 
up economically, and only in this way can they protect their in- 
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dependence—they must mutually support one anothers' demo¬ 
cratic economic structure. The triumph of the People’s Democ¬ 
racies, the leading role of the working class in directing the 
economic and political life of the countries along the Danube, is 
making possible the first step in the realization of this concept. 
We can advance in these areas only through close cooperation 
with our neighbors and through the coordination of our eco¬ 
nomic plans. 

One must also see a certain hidden manifestation of national¬ 
ism in that increasing estrangement that is perceivable today in 
numerous measures taken by Party and government, even at a 
time when there is greatest evidence of proletarian inter¬ 
nationalism. A peculiar People’s Democratic provincialism, an 
intensified estrangement in those efforts that are raising a verita¬ 
ble Chinese Wall, not only between our homeland and the 
Western capitalist countries but between the Hungarian 
People’s Democracy and other countries in the democratic and 
socialist camp, is now developing. We have come to the point 
where Party members, even members of the Central Com¬ 
mittee, cannot obtain the newspapers of sister Parties; the state¬ 
ments by Party and state leaders of other People’s Democratic 
countries; the speeches or articles of Comrade Bierut or Siroky; 
or the resolutions of sister Parties. The same applies to numer¬ 
ous manifestations in culture, art, and literature, to the debates 
in People’s Democratic countries, to the exchanges of ideas, etc. 
Indeed, we have come to such a point that members of the 
Central Committee cannot even obtain certain publications of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Thus, for example, 
the agricultural resolution of the Central Committee of the 
Polish Party is banned in Hungary, and so is the evaluation of 
this resolution by the official paper of the Party, Trybunn Ludu, 
and so is a study concerning relationships of Polish and Western 
literature and art, etc. In numerous areas of Hungarian eco¬ 
nomic, political, and cultural life there is a hermetic seal iso¬ 
lating the problems that friendly countries share in the same 
areas; this indicates a fear of criticism, and at the same time— 
and this is more serious—it furthers the intensification of 
nationalism and of attitudes opposed to the teachings of Lenin 
on the subject of proletarian internationalism. 
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Another serious consequence of this is that the leaders of the 
Party and the government, the members of the Central Com¬ 
mittee and of the Council of Ministers, are not able to orient 
themselves properly; they are not as acquainted with inter¬ 
national life or the events in the lives of friendly countries as 
are the common citizens who listen to the radio. 

The moral is this: It is not enough to speak about the great 
and noble concept of proletarian internationalism, and at the 
same time to isolate oneself from all activities indispensable to 
the practical achievement of proletarian internationalism. It is 
in this area that we must seek the roots of nationalism, and not 
in the repetition of the words about “God's hat." It is not pri¬ 
marily the poet, particularly the line of Petofi, but the policies 
of the Party and government in the areas of our social, eco¬ 
nomic, and cuhural life and in similar areas of international 
life, that are to blame; it is cosmopolitism and the extremes of 
isolation that hide within themselves the dangers of national¬ 
ism and chauvinism. Therefore, those men must bear the re¬ 
sponsibility who have adhered, and still adhere, to such anti- 
Marxist views and policies. 

Since the days when I first participated in the workers' move¬ 
ment, and since I became a member of the Bolshevik Party and 
later of the Hungarian Party in 1918, I have never been a na¬ 
tionalist-chauvinist, and I have never represented such a view. 
The concept of proletarian internationalism has determined 
my views and my actions. I gave proof of this during the great 
trials and bloody battles of the Russian Civil War in which I 
participated as an internationalist, and during the Second 
World War when given a leading role in the work devoted to 
the preparation of proletarian internationalism. But I was also 
a representative of the ideal of Leninist internationalism in my 
writings of 1919 and the 1920's; I wrote articles at the time of 
the Russian Civil War; I published pieces in the Moscow Hun- 
garian-language periodical Uj Hang in 1936-1940, when I op¬ 
posed Hungarian revisionism and rose to the defense of the 
Czechoslovak Republic against the common enemy, German 
fascism. In June, 1938, I wrote an article for Uj Hang entitled 
''The Freedom Fight of the Danube Valley Peoples." Among 
other things, I wrote as follows: 
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Ominous clouds are accumulating over the Danube Valley. 
After the crushing of the independence of Austria, German 
fascism is preparing to ring the death knell over the national life 
of the little peoples of the Danube Valley. The most immediate 
danger threatens the people of Czechoslovakia, who are to be 
crushed between a German military attack from without and a 
Fascist Putsch from within. 

“Alone, relying on themselves, not one of tlie little peoples of 
the Danube will be able to withstand the common danger threat¬ 
ening them. The common danger, the common fate, j^rescribe that 
the endangered small peoples must join together. In these 
ominous times, the Hungarian people have a special responsi¬ 
bility. As Fate has it, the behavior of the Hungarian people may 
be decisive for the destiny of the Danube Valley peoples. 

After further analysis I wrote as follows: 

The Czechoslovak Republic is the outpost of European democ¬ 
racy, the strong bulwark and defender of the peace and of the 
independence of the little peoples of the Danube. For this reason, 
an attack directed at the Czechoslovak Republic would involve an 
extraordinary danger to all small democratic and peace-loving 
little peoples, but especially to the Hungarian pco])le. The 
Hungarian reactionaries are trying to throw the Hungarian peo¬ 
ple onto the front line on the side of German fascism against the 
Czechoslovak Republic. . . . The peoples of the Czechoslovak 
Republic, including the Hungarian nationals there also, should 
recognize this danger. The Hungarian minority has turned against 
the “autonomist’' attempts of the Hungarian reactionary party 
of Slovakia, attempts that were aimed at destroying the unity of 
the republic; and at the very time when the Hungarian Revision 
League [Magyar Revizios Liga], under the leadership of Ferenc 
Herezeg, was organizing mass meetings and demonstrations in 
Budapest for the reacquisition of the Uplands [Felvidek], large 
sections of the Hungarian minority in Slovakia were taking a 
stand for the independence and integrity of the Czechoslovak 
Republic and were rushing with all their strength to the defense 
of the endangered peace, of liberty, and of democracy, and to the 
defense of the Czechcxslovak Republic. . . . The fate of the Hun¬ 
garian nation will be decided with that of Czechoslovakia. 
Therefore, it is not a matter of indifference to the Hungarian peo¬ 
ple that the Hungarian reactionaries are being driven against 
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Czechoslovakia while in the grip of German fascism; rather, it 
is in the best interest of the Hungarian people to take a stand 
with their brothers beyond the borders on behalf of Czecho¬ 
slovakia. There can be only one choice for the Hungarian people: 
to rush with all their strength to the defense of the hard-pressed 
Czechoslovak Democratic Republic. 

This is where I stood at the beginning of the Second World 
War, wlien the war machine of German fascism had started to 
crush the European peoples. I wonder if this stand should be 
called nationalism or L.eninist proletarian internationalism? I 
wonder if there is anyone among the leaders of the Party who 
would, at that time, have expressed proletarian international¬ 
ism in such a manner, in opposition to their own bourgeoisie? 
I represented such a stand after the liberation also, in the area 
of theory as well as in my practical work. On August 19, 1948, 
at the inauguration ceremony of the Kossuth Academy, I said 
the following: 

In the spirit of the revolutionary lessons of 1848-1849 and in 
the spirit of the legacy of the grand policies of Kossuth, we should 
cultivate the most cordial friendship with freedom-loving peo¬ 
ples, especially with the country of socialism, the Soviet Union, 
whose people have sacrificed the blood of tens and tens of thou¬ 
sands of their best sons for the liberation of our country. Under 
the exalted concept of the brotherhood of freedom-loving peo¬ 
ples, you must be the standard-bearers of the great idea of our 
national development, of national unity, and be the vanguard of 
the national independence front built upon the worker-peasant 
alliance, which will unite every creative force of the working peo¬ 
ple. 

This is how I expressed the ideal of the interdependence of 
national unity and proletarian internationalism. My declara¬ 
tions concerning our fraternal relations with the Soviet Union 
and the peoples of the People's Democratic countries have had 
a great deal of weight in all my speeches and writings. This can 
be checked, it can be looked into, and I wish it would be, all the 
more so because no one has raised the charge of nationalism 
against me prior to the March resolution of the Central Com¬ 
mittee. Also, for this reason, I strongly protest against the use 
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of the quotation taken from my welcoming speech at the Peo¬ 
ple’s Front Congress to prove the charge of nationalism. 

At the same time, in order to avoid all misunderstanding, I 
want to emphasize that as a son of the Hungarian people and as 
a member of the Hungarian nation I am proud of my Hun¬ 
garian past. I do not deny my Hungarian nationality and ar¬ 
dently love my Hungarian homeland and my Hungarian peo¬ 
ple. True patriotism, together with a love and respect for other 
peoples and nations, is the basis and essence of proletarian 
internationalism. This distinguishes and separates me, even 
today, from the cosmopolites and the “leftist” extremists who 
are foreign to the Hungarian people and to their ambitions— 
which are fused with the ideal and grand design of socialism 
—and who are also incapable of true patriotism. They are the 
ones who, in the past as well as in the present, have turned 
against the national feelings of the Hungarian people. It is they 
who sow the nationalistic and chauvinistic seeds of dissension, 
wittingly or unwittingly. 

In closing, I will set down the following portion of the speech 
I made in November, 1954, at the meeting held at MAVAG, 
which will clearly answer all those who have raised the fabri¬ 
cated charge of nationalism against me: 

Within our growing socialist society there is arising the indomi¬ 
table spirit of the international revolutionary workers’ movement, 
of the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, and of the 
magnificient goals of the militant lives of Liebknecht, Rosa 
Luxemburg, Bebel, and others. As a result of the epic victories 
of the Great October Socialist Revolution, of the Soviet Union, 
and of the Red Army, these ten years of sacrifice and spirited 
work on the part of the Hungarian working class have changed 
the course of historical development. . . . It is a gigantic achieve¬ 
ment, comrades, for the Hungarian working class, which hardly 
a decade ago was living through a most terrible time and which 
today holds power. It is a wonderful example for the working 
class and the revolutionary parties in capitalist countries, whose 
struggle in the spirit of proletarian internationalism, will receive 
a great boost as a result of this. 
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National Defense and Pacifism 


The March, 1955, resolution of the Central Committee does 
not charge me with pacifism, yet I must still turn to it because 
Istvan Bata, alternate member of the Executive Committee, 
made this grave charge against me specifically* In his speech at 
the First National Conference of the Hungarian Voluntary Na¬ 
tional Defense Federation in 1955, Bata said, among other 
things, the following: 

I must say that some persons, seeing the results achieved and 
the successes realized, are inclined to delude themselves with 
pacifist illusions, believing that the danger of war has completely 
disappeared. The spread of such harmful pacifist views and mani¬ 
festations was served by the views of the right-wing deviationists 
—Imre Nagy and his associates—who belittled heav)^ industry, 
the building of socialism, and national defense. 

Bata knowingly is stating untruths, deliberately lying and 
slandering. He knows very well that I am not a pacifist. He 
knows exactly my stand on questions of national defense in the 
National Defense Council and before the responsible Party or¬ 
gans. I do not want to go into details. But whether the impor¬ 
tant questions of the equipment, personnel, or supplies of the 
army, war industry, or the modernization of national defense 
were concerned, I most emphatically supported the proposals of 
the Ministry of National Defense within the framework per¬ 
mitted by our political and economic possibilities. As a result 
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of a more thorough knowledge of the actual situation, I went 
further and represented a more correct viewpoint in this field 
than did Mdtyds Rakosi, who, as he used to say, had already 
burned his fingers once by fulfilling excessive demands. I have 
said enough on this subject. Details would touch on questions 
that I do not deem it proper to raise in public even before the 
Party. 

lliat I am not a pacifist is evidenced by those countless 
speeches and articles in which I fully explained my viewpoint 
on the importance of national defense. 'This was not saber-rat¬ 
tling or aggressive boasting, but always a clear and decisive view¬ 
point as regards the organization of home defense. In the fol¬ 
lowing, I quote from several of my speeches and articles. In my 
speech at Nyiregyhaza on May i, 1948, I said the following: 

Our great purpose is the preservation of peace. For this reason 
we have established friendship and mutual aid agreements with 
our neighbors. But we should not depend only on this. The great¬ 
est pledge of our security is the increase of our own strength. The 
lot of the weak is slavery. Only the country whose people are 
strong and growing can be free and independent. Therefore 
we must augment and strengthen our country. Only the strong 
can protect peace, freedom, and independence. The lot of the 
weak is to be defeated. Therefore let us not be weak, let us be 
strong politically and economically, and for this purpose let us 
develop our industry and agriculture and raise our people's 
economic and cultural standard of living. 

Continuing in connection with national defense, I said the 
following: 

We must attend to increasing the defensive strength of our 
country. We must see that the democratic Hungarian Army is 
the strong and unfaltering protector of the Hungarian people, 
the Hungarian working class, and the peasantry. Workers and 
peasants, working youth and peasant youth, place yourselves in 
command; be the officers, leaders, or soldiers of the democratic 
Hungarian Army. This will guarantee that no one will dare to 
raise a hand against us. . . . We must be on guard because in¬ 
ternational imperialism incites war. . . . The imperialists must 
not forget that a third world war would mean their ruin. The 
People's Democracies and socialism would emerge victorious from 
this struggle. 
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I quote the following from my speech made at the celebra¬ 
tion of the first graduation of lieutenants of the Kossuth Acad¬ 
emy on August 19, 1948: 

Our army was born in the storm of the 1948-1949 people's 
revolution and in the bloody storm of the freedom fight against 
foreign oppressors. The idea of popular freedom and independ¬ 
ence inflamed and inspired it to those wonderful acts of heroism 
that elicited the unanimous admiration and appreciation of the 
progressive peoples. . . . Having completed your studies, take 
your posts as officers in the ranks of our army. Begin the work 
of creating a strong and glorious Hungarian People’s Republic, 
peace and security, and a people’s army of freedom and independ¬ 
ence. I want your future work to be crowned with as much success 
as possible. If, however, in defending our true business, a peace¬ 
ful life and freedom, we should be compelled by the imperialists 
to fight, may laurels of victory crown your banners for the glory 
of our country. Comrades, on with your work, living and if 
necessary dying honorably in peace or war for your country. 

This is not pacifism, even if the Minister of Defense declares 
it is. 

Recently, on December 21, 1954, on the occasion of the tenth 
anniversary of the forming of the Provisional National Assem¬ 
bly and the national government, I made an official speech at 
Debrecen, in which I dealt with the importance of national de¬ 
fense and the duties we have in that regard: 

The imperialist efforts aimed at resurrecting German militarism 
and establishing an aggressive German army warn us that we 
must increasingly look after the defense of our country’s freedom 
and independence, our national sovereignty, our people’s peaceful 
creative work, and the building of socialism. We must develop 
and perfect with greater sacrifice our people’s army, whose 
predecessor, our glorious Hungarian Army, was born in the 
storm of the 1948—1949 people’s revolution, the bloody storm of 
the freedom fight against foreign oppressors. . . . The people's 
power, which is lying at rest, has a decisive role in the modern 
development of our people's army through the worker and peas¬ 
ant federations and through the firm unity of the nation. 

There was hardly an important event or an occasion when I 
did not, in speech or in writing, emphasize the importance of 
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national defense. In my official speech given on the thirty-fifth 
anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution, I said 
the following on the subject: 

And our people on the Hungarian front of world peace—more 
united than ever—have merged with all peoples of the world 
desiring peace and, under the leadership of the powerful Soviet 
Union, stand ready to fulfill the call of history and defend our 
freedom, independence, and our work of building peace. We 
surround with love, respect, and far-reaching solicitude our peo¬ 
ple's army, the dauntless protector of the peaceful work of our 
working people, to whose ranks we give our best sons in order 
that our army may be a worthy follower of the heroic Soviet 
Army, the most powerful guardian of world peace. 

Bata knew then and knows now of all these and countless 
similar correct Marxist—not pacifist—viewpoints and opinions 
that I have lield regarding national defense. If he nevertheless 
spoke of the harmful right-wing pacifist views of “Imre Nag*y 
and his associates,” he obviously did it by falsifying the evident 
and well-known facts. 
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The Question of the Relationship 
of Party and State 


The April resolution of the Central Committee says among 
other things the following: ‘‘Comrade Imre Nagy . . . has 
tried to set the state organs . . . against the Party/' 

In the question of the relationship of the Party and the state, 
the June, 1953, resolution of the Central Committee drew at¬ 
tention on the one hand to the mistakes that had been made 
earlier in this area, and on the other hand it set forth the tasks 
along Party and state lines confronting us in this area. Unfor¬ 
tunately I do not have the June resolution at hand; therefore I 
will quote the pertinent parts of the reports made at the meet¬ 
ing, which faithfully reflect the position taken by the June reso¬ 
lution in the question of the relation of Party and state. Let us 
look at the following: 

The unprincipled and un-Partylike leadership of the Party 
has brought with it a violation of the fundamental principles of 
the People's Democracy, as regards the relation of Party and 
state and of state and the masses. . . . The fault is that the Party 
has excessively dominated the state and economic leadership 
of the country; the Party not only has made the rules and the 
decisions but to a large extent it has also executed the measures 
prescribed. The Party is not suited, either in its organizational 
structure, its operation, its make-up, or its social character, for 
attending to state functions, nor is this its job. Nevertheless, it 
has interfered excessively in the execution of state tasks, thereby 
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violating the independence of state organs, paralyzing their opera¬ 
tions, and discrediting their reputations. . . . Added to this is 
the fact that Comrade Rdkosi combined in his own person all 
the power in the country-he was First Secretary of the Party and 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers [Premier], and he took the 
State Security Authority [AVH] under his immediate direction. 
He has committed serious errors, both in his leadership of the 
Party and of the state and in the work of the AVH, errors that 
contain within themselves great dangers. ... We can assert 
that the government was in reality a shadow government, which 
approved Party resolutions that had already been passed, and that 
the authority and responsibility of the ministries was also greatly 
curtailed. . . . Such governmental organs and methods are not 
suitable for absolutely guaranteeing legality in all aspects of 
state and economic life. Here are the most serious evils of our 
state life, the roots of the violation of socialist legality, which, in 
the last analysis, derive from a separation from the masses. . . . 
It must be stated frankly that, owing to the errors of the leaders 
of the Party, we have deviated from the principles of Lenin as far 
as our popular democratic state is concerned. 

These reports set clearly before us the task that we had to ac¬ 
complish in the area of correcting Party and state relations in 
the period that followed the June resolution. 

It should further be known that the question of the relation 
of Party and state was also discussed very sharply in the confer¬ 
ence held with the Soviet comrades prior to the June, 1953, 
meeting of the Central Committee, and in the spirit represented 
above. At this conference Comrade Malenkov pointed out that, 
in May, 1953, they had discussed with Matyds Rakosi the per¬ 
sonal questions also that concerned the separation of Party and 
state leadership. “We asked, 'Whom do you recommend as your 
deputy?’ He could name no one. He had objections to everyone 
whose name was mentioned; he had something against every¬ 
one. Everyone was suspect except he alone. This appalled us 
very much,” said Comrade Malenkov. Comrade Molotov de¬ 
clared that Matyds Rdkosi had said that he did want a Premier, 
“but he wanted a Premier who would have no voice in the mak¬ 
ing of decisions.” Comrade Khrushchev noted, “The matter in¬ 
volved was that the leadership of the Party and the state should 




ON COMMUNISM 


251 


not be concentrated in the hands of one man or a few men; 
this is not desirable.’' 

We prescribed the relations of the Party and state on the 
basis of the principles worked out at the Moscow conference and 
laid down by the June resolution of the Central Committee. 
This was not very easy—in several respects it did not work at all 
—and the results achieved were soon defeated because of the re¬ 
sistance on the part of Matyas Rakosi within the top leadership 
of the Party. It was he who from the outset saw that by regulat¬ 
ing the Party-state relationship in the spirit of the advice given 
in the June resolutions and at the Moscow conference, the Party 
would be forced into the background and would be made sub¬ 
ordinate to the organs of state. This is the source of the often 
repeated but baseless charge against me that I allegedly under¬ 
value the leading role of the Party, and that I raise the state 
organs above the Party. Matyas Rdkosi considered the actions 
taken in the spirit of the June resolution of the Central Com¬ 
mittee concerning the relation of Party and state to be an under¬ 
valuation of the leading role of the Party, and he could not 
conceive of solving the problem except in the pre-June fashion. 
The March, 1955, resolution revived this notion, and what has 
occurred in practice since then in this area proves that we are 
returning to the pre-1953 state of affairs in the questions of the 
role of the Party and the relationship of Party and state, a state 
of affairs that the June resolution condemned and that was held 
to be in need of change. 

One also must remember that Mdtyds Rakosi did not always 
hold this view concerning the role of the Party in the question 
of the relationship between Party and state. There was a time 
when he did not think that placing the state in the foreground 
was rightist deviation and an undervaluation of the role of the 
Party. It is well known among Party leaders that when Matyds 
RAkosi became Premier he alluded to Stalin in voicing the view 
within the Political Committee that it was necessary to increase 
the role of the state vis-d-vis the Party; that it was necessary to 
place the government more into the foreground, in the interest 
of wider and more direct connections with the masses: this, ac¬ 
cording to him, was required by the new situation. He indi¬ 
cated that placing the state and the government more into the 
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foreground and increasing respect for them was an important 
task of the Party when the Council of Ministers came to the 
fore. I believe that there is no need for commentary on this. 
However, this is not a theoretical stand on an important ques¬ 
tion. 

In his speech at the April meeting of the Central Committee, 
Matyas Rakosi allegedly said that he felt heavy responsibility 
for the fact that I had become Premier on July 4, 1953, thereby 
suggesting that he at least '‘recommended” me for Premier. For 
the sake of truth, it must be stated that it was not Matyas Rii- 
kosi, but the Soviet comrades—Comrades Malenkov, Molotov, 
and Khrushchev—who recommended what Comrade Rakosi and 
all members of the Hungarian delegation accepted with appro¬ 
bation. Thus Rakosi is innocent in this question; there is no 
basis for his remorse, because he bears no responsibility at all 
for my nomination as Premier. 

In connection with the question of the relation of Party and 
state one must turn to several important problems of ideologi¬ 
cal significance: 

A. Prior to June, 1953, the oppressive functions of the state 
were unduly in the foreground, although it would have been 
better, because of the nature of the development of the revolu¬ 
tion, to bring into the foreground the peaceful tasks of eco¬ 
nomic development and of social and cultural activity; tasks 
toward which the main efforts of the state were directed from 
June, 1953, until the March resolution of the Central Commit¬ 
tee. This could not at all mean, nor did it mean, that we would 
have abandoned for one moment the necessary vigilance and 
oppressive functions directed against the class enemy. 

B. The Party exercises direction and control over the state 
organs. But expropriation of the functions of state organs is in¬ 
correct and harmful, as was clearly shown by the practice prior 
to June, 1953. In that period, the activities and role of the 
Party in the area of state functions represented a swing toward 
degeneration of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In the course 
of the preceding eighteen to twenty-four months there had been 
some success in combating this danger and in placing state 
functions on the firm basis of Marxist-Leninist state theory. 
Since the March, 1955, resolution of the Central Committee, 



ON COMMUNISM 


253 


the old errors have been reborn from the displacement of the 
functions of state and Party and from the serious “leftist’' dis¬ 
tortion of Marxist state theory; errors on the basis of which our 
popular democratic system is being attacked. 

C. In practice, the theory of class struggle has been distorted. 
Sectarian, extreme “leftist” deviation concludes from the theory 
of class struggle that there is a need to incite class struggle—as 
we have seen in tlie past and as has again come into the fore¬ 
ground since the resolutions of March, 1955. In the theory of 
class struggle, we disregarded the fact tliat there can be various 
degrees of acuteness and that it is not absolutely necessary un¬ 
der our present domestic and international circumstances for 
our class struggle to take as sharp a form as that of the class 
struggle in the period of the development of the Soviet Union, 
which was then isolated and encircled by imperialism, and 
wliose internal and international circumstances were different. 

These views led me to a correct Marxist determination of the 
relationship of Party and state. In neither my theoretical nor 
my practical work did I expound activities deviating from 
Marxist-Leninist teachings. At the Third Party Congress, for 
the first time in the life of our Party, I dealt exhaustively and 
in detail with Marxist state theory and with its practical appli¬ 
cation to the conditions unique in Hungary during the period 
of transition, I explained the relationship of Party and state, the 
role of the Party, and its functions in our popular democratic 
system. I dealt in detail and exhaustively with the operation and 
chain of command of the state apparatus. In my report, our en¬ 
tire state machinery and administration were placed for the first 
time on the solid ideological basis of Marxism-Leninism. To¬ 
gether with other arguments, this bears heavily upon the state¬ 
ment that the charge that I tried to set the state organs against 
the Party is groundless. 



Chapter 23. 


The Evaluation of the Party's Role 
and Achievements 


The March resolution of the Central Committee asserted the 
following about the Party’s role and its achievements: 

The strengthened right-wing opportunist deviation also was 
evidenced in the disparagement of the leadership role in the 
Party. Some individuals denied the Partys’ leadership role in the 
Patriotic People’s Front. The establishment of the PPF, which 
our Party initiated, was followed by rightist activities aimed at 
suppressing die significance of the Party and its leadership role 
and making the PPF the power that would supervise the state 
and council organs. 

One of the basic characteristics, reflecting the rightist line of 
Comrade Imre Nagy, was evidenced by the fact that he denied 
and disparaged the victories gained through the Party and con¬ 
sistently remained silent on the subject of its accomplishments. 

As we can see from the first part, which mentions the Party’s 
leadership role, they generally emphasize that “some individ¬ 
uals denied” and “disparaged” the Party’s leadership role. How¬ 
ever, they interpret the “disparagement of the victories and 
achievements gained by the Party” as a manifestation of my 
“rightist line.” Let us consider this charge systematically. 

What the resolution establishes in respect to the Party’s 
leadership role, as related to the PPF, is not in accordance with 
the facts. I have covered this in detail in the section dealing 
with the PPF. As far as the Party’s leadership role in the coun- 
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cils is concerned, its significance and realization, etc., I was 
the first in the history of the Party to define it, and I did so 
correctly, in the spirit of Leninism, and with the unanimous 
approval of tlie Third Congress, before which I read this report. 
Therefore I have nothing to correct in these matters, which 
clearly indicates that the portions pertaining to this in the 
March resolution are out of order, and I do not agree with 
them. 

In my speech of August, 1947, I described our Party’s role 
and activities as follows: 

History will verify the inestimable service rendered to our na¬ 
tional rebirth and our future generations by the Hungarian Com¬ 
munist Party, which in these difficult times withstood the 
onslaught of the dark old world and with a strong hand guided 
forward the ship of the People’s Democracy with the infallible 
compass of a farsighted policy. Only a party that is actually the 
entire nation’s party, that can place national interest before 
party interest, and that unites within itself our traditions and 
the public creative power, is capable of solving these gigantic 
tasks. The Communist Party has been such a Party, and it will 
continue to remain such. 

According to the teachings of Lenin, as I wrote in my book 
entitled One Decade: 

Our Party’s strength lies in the maintenance of a lively relation¬ 
ship between the millions of Party members and the non-Party 
masses—the better this relationship, the more lasting are the 
results. In the ocean of the masses, writes Lenin, we are merely 
a drop, and we can govern only if we properly express that which 
the peo])le have accepted. Without this, the Communist Party 
will not lead the proletariat; the proletariat will not carry along 
the masses. 


The basic question is how one interprets and sees the real¬ 
ization of the Party’s leading role. Quoting Stalin on this 
subject, I wrote as follows; 

The Party is the military General Staff of the proletariat. The 
Party, however, cannot be solely a vanguard. Once and for all. 
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it must also be the vanguard of the class, an integral part of the 
class, with all the roots of its existence closely tied to the class. 
The Party cannot lead the class if it has no connection wdth the 
non-Party masses, if there is no cooperation between the Party 
and non-Party masses. 

I wrote further: 

For this reason the most important task is to ensure and 
strengthen the leadership role of our Party, and this can be 
realized only by the establishment of a close and lasting relation¬ 
ship between the Party and the widest possible segment of the no- 
Party masses. The weakening of the tie between the Party and 
the masses is the greatest danger threatening the Party. 

This is the way I interpreted the leadership role of the Party 
on the basis of the teaching of Lenin and Stalin. That was my 
viewpoint in 1949 when I wrote the above, and it has remained 
my viewpoint ever since. There are indispensable conditions 
tied to the leadership role of the Party, and their neglect or 
violation deprives the Party of its ability to fulfill its leading 
role. 

The leadership of the Party docs not come about automati¬ 
cally; it is not created by some higher opinion. 

Consequently, it is the greatest possible mistake if some lead¬ 
ers confuse their wishes in this regard with objective reality. 
Therefore the role of the Party’s leadership can and must be 
evaluated, primarily on the basis of the Party’s influence on the 
masses and on its relationship to the non-Party masses. It was 
in the light of the scientific findings of Marxism-Leninism that 
I interpreted, cjr where necessary criticized, the Party’s fulfill¬ 
ment of its mission. 

In this question, a basic difference exists between myself 
and those whose interpretation of the Party’s leadership role 
forces the Party to adopt aims and methods that isolate it, turn 
it against the working masses, and deprive it of the absolute 
confidence necessary to leadership; in short, who undermine 
the Party’s leadership role. 

After the year of the change, this danger arose rapidly and 
spread in the Party, In 1949, I wrote that it was indispensable 
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that our Party functionaries change their behavior toward the 
non-Party masses for the purpose of ensuring our Party’s in¬ 
fluence on the masses. Subsequently I quoted Stalin: 

Let the Communist learn to treat the non-Party member as an 
equal treats an equal: he should not give orders but listen with 
attention to the non-Party member so that he will not only instruct 
the non-Party member but also learn from him. . . . The prob¬ 
lem of the mutual relationship between Party members and non- 
Party members is a very important problem in our Party practice. 
Lenin defined this mutual relationship in two words: mutual 
confidence. But we cannot expect confidence from a non-Party 
peasant if we cannot treat him as an eqaul treats an equal. In 
these cases, distrust rather than confidence arises, and this usually 
leads to the alienation of the Party from the masses. 

The neglect of serious, purposeful, and consistent Party work, 
and its replacement with catch-all phrases, unavoidably goes 
hand in hand with arrogance and the issuance of orders. This 
kills initiative, criticism and self-criticism, and Party discipline, 
and undermines Lenin’s basic democratic principles of our 
Party life. 

This interpretation of Party leadership was called “Revolu¬ 
tionary Saxon paternalism” by Lenin. He asked for “less in¬ 
flated catch-all phrases, more simple everyday deeds, less 
political chatter, more attention to the most simple but actual 
facts of the building of Communism.” 

In the cvalution of the role of the Party’s leadership, I was 
guided by these ideological viewpoints, which I never violated 
in my actual work. I opposed the radical “left-wing” deviation- 
ists who distorted the role of Party leadership and replaced it 
with Party dictatorship, which had been emphatically con¬ 
demned by Lenin and Stalin. The “left-wing” extremists ig¬ 
nored the teachings of Marxism-Leninism; I protested against 
this in 1949 because the danger became apparent at that time 
that they would alienate the Party from the masses and the 
working class and cause serious harm to the Party and also to 
the People’s Democracy. Prior to the June resolution, during 
the years i95t>-i953, we saw a great deal of proof of this, and 
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we experience it to no lesser degree today as a result of the 
implementation of the March resolutions. 

In spite of all charges, I did not damage the role of tlie Party's 
leadership either in the past or in the government program. 
During the June ii, 1953, meeting of Party activists in Buda¬ 
pest, I stressed the significance of the Party’s leadership role in 
practically my entire speech. There, among other things, I said 
the following: 

Those splendid results and dazzling successes that our Party 
has attained in its thirty-five years of existence are the safest as¬ 
surance that our Party will also perform its new tasks successfully. 

During the dark years of Horthy reactionism, and during 
fascism, our glorious Party, in costly struggles at the head of the 
working class, showed the people the road to liberation. It was 
our Party that, fused with the people and at the helm of our 
heroic working class, upset the exploiting rule of the upper 
classes and placed all the power in the hands of the working peo¬ 
ple. With the guidance of our Party, we crushed the landlord 
system and uprooted the old feudal bourgeois Hungary. Who 
assigned the task? Who guided the struggle? Who lead our work¬ 
ing people to victory over capitalism? It was our Party. Out of 
the ruins of the country, crushed by the criminal fascist war, our 
Party developed the creative strength of the working class, of the 
entire working people, and outlined the tasks for rebuilding the 
nation. The Party instilled strengtli and self-confidence in our 
working people. At times, transitional difficulties and serious 
mistakes obscured our magnificent achievements, yet how much 
work, exhaustion, and sweat—how much value there is in these 
magnificent creations, which all belong to the working people. We 
must cherish our achievements still more because without this, 
the recognition and correction of mistakes cannot progress along 
the proper road. 

Who can say that this is a disparagement of the Party’s leader¬ 
ship role and of our achievements? 

I have nothing to explain; therefore I do not consider it 
necessary to quote all the passages in which I wrote or talked 
about the role of Party leadership. Nevertheless, I still consider 
it necessary to call attention to one or two facts for the purpose 
of exposing the fabricated charges, and because the '‘left-wing” 
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extremists do everything within their power to cover my state¬ 
ments on the role of Party leadership with the veil of oblivion. 
Although they have banned my books and writings, the tran¬ 
script of the Third Party Congress is still in public circula¬ 
tion, and my introductory speech, in which I spoke about the 
significance of the Party and the role of the Party leadership, 
can be read there. From this, I cpiote the following: 

This Party, which has met to discuss the fateful problems of our 
free country, is the Party that, in the more than thirty-five years 
of its heroic past, has spent a quarter of a century amidst cruel 
persecution, making great sacrifices in its fight against the oppres¬ 
sion and exploitation of the Fascist system, believing in and 
struggling for the noble cause of the liberation of the Hungarian 
working class and our working people. This Party now begin¬ 
ning its national discussions is the Party that, for nearly ten years 
at the helm of our magnificent working class, steeped in the trust 
of our w'orking people, depending on the impregnable Worker- 
Peasant Federation, has consolidated the People’s Democratic 
system, and now, with the pow^r in its hands, is successfully 
establishing the basis of socialism in our country. We are here 
gathered for the Congress of that Party which is the most magnif¬ 
icent embodiment of our national endeavors and under whose 
leadership our country has made unparalleled progress in the 
past decade. 

This Party which begins its discussions today is the Party that 
has done more for the country in the interest of independence, 
national sovereignty, and the welfare of the people than any other 
political party. It was with the leadership of this Party, our Party 
—the Hungarian Workers’ Party—that Hungary began and pro¬ 
gressed victoriously toward the magnificent and certain future, 
toward socialism. It is an inspiring feeling to be a member of 
this Party, and those of us who were sent to the Congress as rep¬ 
resentatives with the trust of its members are filled with pride. 

That is what I said among other things, in my introductory 
speech at the Third Congress. It can be ignored, but it cannot 
be denied as something that never occurred; even less can it 
be called a disparagement of the Party and its achievements. 
At the Third Party Congress, in my report on “The Tasks of 
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State Administration and Councils/* the portion on the role of 
the Party was significant. Among other things, I said the fol¬ 
lowing: 

The Party is the leading force of our People's Democratic system 
and of our entire social and state life. The Party can successfully 
perform the gigantic task that falls upon it because it is the van¬ 
guard of the working class and, hardened in the crucible of class 
struggle, it unites all those great and valuable experiences that 
it obtained in the course of decades, in its costly struggles to 
overthrow capitalism. 

Subsequently, in the following, I pointed out: 

The Communist Party stood at the helm, from the every begin¬ 
ning, in the difficult struggle for the new power of the people. 
The first buds of the new power of the people, the National Com¬ 
mittees that were established as a result of the people’s initiative, 
came into being through Party leadership. The Party revived and 
directed the large-scale mass organization of national unity, the 
Hungarian National Indej)endence Front, which is the successor 
of the Magyar Front that was established during the struggle 
against fascism. Our Party revived and led the massing of dem¬ 
ocratic forces which, after difficult and successful struggles, elimi¬ 
nated step by step the representatives of the reactionary 
capitalistic classes from Parliament and government. The basis 
of the decisive victories of the democratic people's power was the 
large-scale support of the masses for the Party's policy; they con¬ 
sidered it their own and struggled for it. Our Party’s successes 
were enhanced by those magnificent results that we have achieved 
since the year of change in establishing a socialist economy, na¬ 
tional industrialization, the socialist reorganization of agricul¬ 
ture, and state organization. 

I wonder whether this can be construed as disparagement of 
the Party’s role and of our achievements? 

In November, 1954^ in my speech at the MAVAG, I also 
singled out the leadership role of the Party, beginning with a 
review of its past struggle and emphasizing its magnificently 
fulfilled role in the building of socialism: 

Emerging from dangerous illegality during the past ten years, 
strengthened by the building of the country and the relentless 
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political struggle against class enemies, the unified Marxist-Lenin- 
ist Party of the working class, the Communists, i.e., the Hun¬ 
garian Workers’ Party, has become the leading force of our Peo¬ 
ple’s Democratic system, the director of our political, economic, 
and cultural life, the organizer of our victories. 

On December 21, 1954, the tenth anniversary of the Provi¬ 
sional Parliament and national government, I also praised the 
role of the Party leadership in my speech at Debrecen. I said: 

The rebirth of our nation is an outstanding accomplishment 
of the Hungarian Communist Party. It is the achievement of the 
Party that spent a quarter of a century of the thirty-six years of 
its heroic past struggling against an exploiting, reactionary sys¬ 
tem, to liberate the Flungarian working class and our working 
people; of the Party whose leadership has enabled our country's 
development, in one decade, to surpass any other in our history. 
During its ten years of struggle, the Hungarian Communist Party 
has obtained the respect and acknowledgement of our people and 
our country’s leaders through its magnificent achievements in the 
building up of the country. Today, on its anniversary, the Hun¬ 
garian Workers’ Party is enjoying the unlimited love and trust 
of our people. It is joined solidly with the people, and the Hun¬ 
garian working society sees in it the security of our country, our 
future, and our destiny. 

With these few quotations I merely want to point out the 
actual facts, in contrast to the charges made against me with re¬ 
gard to my views on the Party’s role. In addition to the quota¬ 
tions cited above, it is essential, before accepting slander, to 
become accjuainled with my other speeches and writings to 
which I cannot refer here because of lack of space. 

Lenin interpreted the Party’s leading role by saying that the 
Party convinces the majority of the working people of the 
soundness of its policies and thus realizes its aims. 

The “left-wing” extremists pay no attention to whether or 
not the majority of the people or the majority of the Party 
membership agree with their policies. They give orders and 
commands; those who disagree with them are pushed aside, 
placed in economic difficulties, or even, in many cases, dropped 
from the Party. According to Stalin, this type of leadership is 
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“syndicalism, anarchism, bureaucratism, anything but Bolshe¬ 
vism or Leninism.” 

This explains why many of the Party functionaries do not 
heed the words and opinions of the masses; not only non-Party 
members but many Party members are afraid to speak, let alone 
criticize anything, because they know that a few “left-wing” ex¬ 
tremists, making a mockery of the Party’s organizational stat¬ 
utes and the l.eninist principles of the Party’s inner life, can 
harm them in many ways. Thus it occurs that, being alienated 
from the people, the Party leadership is not aware of and does 
not understand their grievances and problems; it becomes arro¬ 
gant and self-contained; it cannot properly express, and even less 
represent what Stalin called “that which the people acknowl¬ 
edge as truth.” 

The leadership role of the Party is expressed chiefly in the 
Party’s activity in its assumption of leadership, in the designa¬ 
tion of tasks, and in the supervision, guidance, and organiza¬ 
tion of their implementation. 

The facts prove that, from the resolution of June, 1953, until 
the resolution of March, 1955, the Party did not fulfill its lead¬ 
ership role in the manner required by the complicated eco¬ 
nomic and political tasks. This stimulated opposition, especially 
in the economic organizations, and the opposition was intensi¬ 
fied by the economic apparatus under the leadership of sec¬ 
tarian “left-wing” deviationists. It was this apparatus that, dur¬ 
ing the period prior to June, forced upon the nation the 
economic policy that subsequently proved to be so costly. With 
these deeds the “left-wing” deviationists critically injured the 
authority of Party leadership. They intentionally forced the 
Party into the background and kept the Party membership in 
uncertainty, in order to reduce its activity and to discourage it. 
This is how the matter really stands, if we compare the preten¬ 
tious phrases with the facts in respect to the Party’s leadership 
role. 

In the resolution of March, 1955, as I pointed out at the be¬ 
ginning of this chapter, they also charged me with disparage¬ 
ment of achievements. It would certainly be a serious mistake 
if I had actually disparaged achievements. For this reason, it is 
worth while to scrutinize this charge more closely. Who doesn’t 
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recall that up to June, 1953, it was Mdtyds Rakosi, ‘‘Mighty 
Emo [Erno Gero], and other “left-wing” extremists who con¬ 
sistently disparaged achievements; who were never satisfied with 
them; who strained production and collection alike to such an 
extent that the matter of socialist building in our country all 
but arrived at a dead end. However, a complete change of atti¬ 
tude occurred in June, 1953, as the disclosure, ventilation, and 
criticism of past mistakes got under way. Thereafter, all their 
endeavors were aimed at concealing their mistakes and ending 
criticism as soon as possible. It was not without reason that 
Khrushchev said in June, 1953, that “M;ltyas RAkosi practiced 
self-criticism so that he would not be criticized any further.” 
After June, 1953, the persons who began to “appreciate” Party 
achievements were the very ones who previously were the least 
satisfied with them. They began to demand, ever more force¬ 
fully and vociferously, that we must speak more about our 
achievements. Their aim was to hush up past mistakes and to 
divert public attention from themselves. They outbid everyone 
in this field, acting as though the Party had been obliged to 
make the drastic change in June, 1953, because we had failed 
to value properly the achievements of the preceding period, 
rather than because we wanted to eliminate the effects of their 
detrimental policies. After June, 1953, the Party's chief task 
was certainly the thorough revelation of mistakes, without 
which it could not undertake the correction of the mistakes and 
attain results. Therefore, when the “left-wing” extremists be¬ 
gan their vociferous claims about past achievements and began 
to air their charges about the disparagement of achievements, 
they attempted by a deceptive maneuver to divert the Party's 
attention from the principal task. In essence, this was the hid¬ 
den motivation behind the charges of “disparagement of 
achievements.” Disparagement of achievements, as I have al¬ 
ready noted, would have been a serious mistake, but the “left- 
wing” deviationists distorted the matter so that disclosure of 
mistakes became synonymous with the disparagement of 
achievements, which is anti-Party, right-wing deviationism. Un¬ 
der these circumstances, the charges about the disparagement of 
achievements actually amounted to the hushing up of mistakes 
and the suppression of criticism. This is the manner in which 
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they created the impression within the Party that the guilty 
ones were not those who actually committed the mistakes prior 
to June, but those who, after June, spoke about these faults and 
not about achievements. Quite without justification, 1 was the 
first to be listed among these by the Man h resolution. It is true 
that I criticized sharply the serious mistakes of the jxist and the 
men who committed them; but I did this on principle and in 
line with the Party's policy. At the same time, however, I did 
not fail to speak about the achievements, nor did I disparage 
them. 

There is hardly an artic le or a speech made by me in whic h I 
did not stress the subject of our achievements in some manner. 
I did this in the government program, and later in Budapest, at 
the meeting of Party activists on July 11, 1953. Since then, dur¬ 
ing more than one and one-half years, I have often written and 
spoken about our successes. I will mention my words spoken at 
the meeting of the Hungarian Academy of Science on May 23, 
1954, concerning the achievement of science during the decade: 

During the ten years since liberation, our scientific life and 
its heart, the Hungarian Academy of Science, has actually been 
reborn. Historically, ten years is too brief a period for evaluating 
events, yet one decade is sufficient for us 10 measure the scientific 
achievements of our People's Democratic system. These achieve¬ 
ments, of which we can justly be proud, indicate that the develop¬ 
ment of Hungarian science is boldly progressive and has fulfilled 
its tasks in both of its fields. In many respects it has effectively 
cooperated with the nation’s economic and cultural develop¬ 
ment, and, on the other hand, it has contributed in numerous 
fields to scientific knowledge on a world-wide scale. 

It is also worth quoting several parts of my speech made at 
the MAVAG: 

It is only a decade, yet it is nevertheless an entire historical era. 
In our history we cannot find another generation similar to ours, 
which w^as so fortunate as to accomplish the most magnificent 
national tasks. There has been no other generation that has solved 
the historical tasks falling upon it as successfully as we have, and 
that has shown so many successes in uplifting the nation and 



ON COMMUNISM 


265 


people as our generation has shown. The Hungarian working 
class has earned everlasting merit in these magnificent victories 
and achievements. . . . 

Comrades, the last ten years have brought about deep-rooted 
changes in every pliase of economic, political, and cultural life. 
They have established the basis of socialism: a new society. And 
now, when we look back upon the road we have traveled and 
begin to take stock, w^e look with satisfaction upon the success of 
our struggles; our achievements, our socialist industry and 
progress in agriculture, our growing cities and towns, our cultural 
and scientific organizations, our new literary and artistic crea¬ 
tions taken together—the work performed in laying the founda¬ 
tion of socialism. . . . 

The power of the people under the leadership of the Party has 
brought about and consolidated, in the Constitution of the Hun¬ 
garian People’s Republic, the human rights for which Hungarian 
organized labor has struggled in vain for decades; for which the 
best fighters suffered persecution and prison terms; and for which 
the streets of Pest were often red with blood. These are historical 
achievements that must not be allowed to be obscured, and least 
of all forgotten. Let us preserve and safeguard them. It is through 
the memories of previous struggles that we can really value the 
freedom that became the proj^erty of the working class which, 
liberated from the yoke of capitalism, has been enjoying its bless¬ 
ings for ten years now. 

In my Debrecen speech on December 21, 1954, I did not 
disparage; on the contrary, I noted the magnificent achieve¬ 
ments of the last ten years. Let ns quote a few parts of this 
speech: 

During the past ten years there has been a very notable change 
here. We can look upon the work completed during the past ten 
years ... in our people’s economy, in every field of our social 
and cultural life, witli heads erect. Today, our economic resources 
are greater than ever before. During the past ten years our indus¬ 
try has achieved results that were inconceivable under capitalis¬ 
tic conditions and can be attained only in a country where the 
instruments of production are in the people’s possession, and can¬ 
not become instruments of exploitation. And now, in drawing up 
our balance sheet, we can say that we have a socialist industry 
and an expanding agriculture as a result of our work. The pro- 
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ducer cooperatives have been solidified, and their strength is in¬ 
creasing. We have new literary and artistic creations which glorify 
our work in the field of establishing socialism. The struggle and 
achievements of the last ten years in the consolidation of our 
People's Democratic system and socialist building prove that the 
working class is the properly qualified possessor of power. The 
following factors have had an inestimable role in this: in the past 
decade, since the beginning at Debrecen, our country has been 
engaged in the building of socialism, in the development of social¬ 
ist industry and trade, in the socialist reorganization of agricul¬ 
ture, in the promotion of large-scale cooperative farming, in fur¬ 
nishing far-reaching aid to our working peasantry, in deepening 
our cultural revolution, and in making our magnificent achieve¬ 
ments public property. 

This is the way the charges made against me and established 
in the March resolution appear in the light of actual facts. It is 
apparent, even from the few brief quotations, that I did not re¬ 
main silent and I did not disparage our achievements. Would it 
have been possible to speak about them more frequently? Very 
definitely. But let us weigh everyone on the same scale; let us 
determine whether it was I, of all the members of the Political 
Committee, who spoke and wrote least about our achievements; 
whether it was I who consistently disparaged them. This is nec¬ 
essary because these charges were made only against me, and 
against no other member of the Political Committee. But the 
facts clearly prove that the majority of the members of the 
Political Committee did not speak up nearly as much as I did 
on the role of Party leadership or on the significance of our 
achievements. Therefore, why do they charge me with rightist 
deviation ism? They do so because it is more difficult for them 
to admit their errors than it is to criticize me. This, however, is 
not in line with the principles of the Party and is incompatible 
with Communist morals. 

In the first place, the proper evaluation of achievements 
springs from furnishing information systematically and sin¬ 
cerely to the Party membership and the public. In relation to 
this, it is a basic prerequisite that the nation be given a clear 
picture of its economic problems. This is a part of the responsi¬ 
bility that the Party and the state leadership owe to the mem- 
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bers of the Party and to the entire working people, who have 
the right to know the actual state of conditions. This, however, 
cannot be said to be the case today; an evaluation of the cur¬ 
rently prevailing situation and atmosphere, and the methods 
used, resemble the years 1951-1952. As in those days, the leaders 
of the Party and the state are again giving out in speeches and 
WTitings, in propaganda and agitation, that we are following the 
proper road and that the Party’s policy is reaping one success 
after the other and clearly indicates the only road to the build¬ 
ing of socialism. 

Then, as now, they spoke of achievements in the economic, 
political, and cultural fields, ignoring and distorting facts. Con¬ 
trary to the actual facts of everyday life and the public opinion 
of the nation, they presented a rosy picture of the economic sit¬ 
uation as well as of the outlook for the future. This accounts 
for the surprise caused by the June, 1953, resolution of the 
Party and the government program, which established that the 
Party’s line was in error; that we were not following the proper 
road; that the serious mistakes could cause grave political and 
material losses to the People’s Democracy and lead the nation 
to the brink of catastrophe. 

Articles that attempt to prove that we are on the proper road 
and that the Party resolutions arc correct, and the propaganda 
that attempts to depict achievements and conditions in a rosy 
light, are dark forebodings of a return to the past. It is to be 
feared that, under the influence of our own propaganda, we 
may arrive at the brink of national disaster before we become 
aware of possibly catastrophic mistakes. 

Innumerable times they charged me falsely with being the 
‘‘people’s enemy.” This brings up the question of who is actu¬ 
ally the people’s friend and who are the enemies. It is most 
proper to listen to the people themselves. The opinion of the 
entire nation is not concealed, and it is ignored only by those 
who are indifferent toward the people’s grievances and prob¬ 
lems, those who confuse the people’s voice with their own. The 
working masses, which determine who their friends or enemies 
are on the basis of their own experiences, by the improvement 
or deterioration of their condition, do not classify me as their 
enemy. The charges that I am an enemy of the people are false; 
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they are slanderous utterances and writings; they cannot shake 
the confidence of the Hungarian people. The people consider 
the slanderers as their enemies. Let the slanderers ask the peo¬ 
ple who they think is their enemy! They will hear the answer, 
and it will not condemn me. 



chapter 24. The Opposition: its Methods, 
Forms, and Effects 


The March, 1955, resolution of the Central Committee makes 
absolutely no mention of the opposition which was condemned 
by both the Third Party Conojess and by several resolutions 
of the Central Committee, and for the elimination of which 
it was found necessary to take a number of urgent steps. The 
complete ignoring of the opposition at the March meeting of 
the Central ("ommittee cannot be considered accidental. The 
explanation is simple: the “left-wing” extremists, who openly 
or covertly organized and directed the opposition to the imple¬ 
mentation of the June resolution, considered it their most 
important task to declare that right-wing deviation was the 
source of all the trouble, and not the opposition, which had 
actually been obstructing the implementation of the Party 
resolution and the government program for almost two years. 
Consequently, the March meeting of the Central Committee 
directed its fire at extreme right-wing deviation rather than at 
the opposition, which was the actual cause of the trouble. How 
could the Central Committee, whose October resolution-had 
it been carried out—would have greatly advanced the successful 
implementation of the June policy in our Party and govern¬ 
ment life and in the building of socialism, have reversed thus 
itself? How can it be explained that, instead of blaming the 
obstruction of the “left-wing” extremists, they suddenly claimed 
that right-wing deviation was not only gravely endangering the 
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building o£ socialism, but was the cause of all the troubles and 
mistakes of the past, which the CongTess and the Central Com¬ 
mittee had previously blamed on the opposition? At the March 
meeting, the Central Committee simply removed the blame 
from the “left-wing” opposition and placed it all at the door¬ 
step of right-wing deviationism. 

However, this did not in the least alter the facts or the 
responsibility of, and the serious harm done by, tlie opposition. 
No amount of scheming and calling things right-wing devia¬ 
tion can make me responsible for the damage done by the harm¬ 
ful economic policy pursued between 1949 and 1953, or for 
the nonrealization of the June policy, which was aimed at re¬ 
pairing this damage. 

It was foreseeable that the persons who for years had been 
piling mistake on mistake would not give up their extreme 
“left-wing” viewpoint, and that they would obstruct tlie imple¬ 
mentation of the june resolution and government program in 
one way or another. I considered it necessary to bring up this 
question as far back as at the July 4, 1953 meeting of the Na¬ 
tional Assembly: 

It is evident, respected National Assembly, that it will not be 
easy to carry out these tasks and that they certainly will not take 
care of themselves. It is plain that the best guarantee of success 
lies in the active participation of the great masses. However, it 
is plain also that there will be some who cannot or will not re¬ 
frain from arbitrary conduct and antipopular abuses, who do not 
want to stop using administrative devices, and who will attempt 
in one way or another to obstruct the quick and successful carry¬ 
ing out of the measures taken for the good of the masses. 

Thus the question of the fight against opposition arose on 
the very first day and remained on the agenda till the October, 
1954, meeting of the Central Committee; in fact, as opposition 
increased, it became more sharply defined. The speech of 
Mdtyis Rakosi at the June 11, 1953, meeting of Party activists 
was already a sign that opposition from the Party as well as the 
state and economic organs would have to be reckoned with. 
The struggle for the implementation of the June resolutions 
had begun. In countless statements to Party functionaries. 
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Matyds Rakosi showed over and over again that he did not 
agree with the June policy. His behavior encouraged the be¬ 
lievers in the old, mistaken policy, the “left-wing’* extremists, 
to obstruct the June resolution, and mainly the government 
program, with impunity. Mityas Rikosi, as First Secretary of 
the Party, evaded all attempts to hold him responsible. In 
October, 1953, the Central Committee was already calling at¬ 
tention to the dangers and harmful consequences of opposition: 

The attitude that the comrades of the “left-wing’' sect are tak¬ 
ing with regard to the resolutions of the Central Committee is 
extremely dangerous and immeasurably harmful. These comrades 
fail to realize that their behavior is obstructing and hindering 
those proper regulations aimed at increasing the welfare and 
standard of living of the working people and particularly the 
industrial workers. This attitude makes it apparent that such 
comrades look down on a healthy relationship with the working 
masses and do not consider it important. Unless such behavior is 
vigorously dealt with, there is the danger that the Party will 
become isolated from the workers in the village and the city, 
among workers, peasants, and intellectuals alike. 

By the end of 1953 and at the beginning of 1954, it had al¬ 
ready become evident to the Soviet comrades, too, that there 
was opposition to the June resolutions, and for this they blamed 
primarily Matyds Rakosi, Comrade Malenkov said, “The faults 
we noted in June are being remedied very slowly. Rdkosi has 
not taken the lead in remedying the faults.” Comrade Khrush¬ 
chev also noted, “Gero has no words of self-criticism or feeling 
or responsibility for the serious mistakes of the economic policy; 
at best he admits, ‘It is possible that Comrade Nagy is right 
in feeling that I am held back by the old economic policy.’ ” 
The result of these warnings and of more forceful action here 
at home was that double-dealing became the chief method of 
the opposition. This explains how, despite the fact that the 
Third Party Congress, the Central Committee, and the Political 
Committee enacted any number of resolutions for ending the 
opposition, these resolutions had no effect. Thus, for example, 
when Mdtyas Rakosi gave his report on the Central Committee 
at the Third Party Congress, he said among other things: 
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We have noticed that there is opposition to the change that 
has become necessary, and that this opposition has not ceased 
entirely even to this day. This opposition is not always conscious; 
frequently it assumes the form of a ‘‘we’ll get around to this 
later” attitude among persons who should be taking certain 
timely steps after farsighted, considered, and systematic work. 
Others exaggerate the difficulty of realignment and of the re¬ 
grouping of forces, and, using these difficulties for excuses, they 
fail to meet the deadline for certain measures. 

It must be emphatically stated that such behavior is non-Com- 
munist and unworthy of responsible state officials. Persons who 
adopt a “let George do it” attitude or react with undue coldness 
toward implementing the resolutions designed to raise the stand¬ 
ard of living of the workers cannot hold a responsible Party or 
government position. Then there are some, though fortunately 
few, who agree verbally with the policy of our Party and govern¬ 
ment, but who try to do exactly the opposite in practice. These 
are double-dealers, or the enemy itself, or persons under the 
influence of the enemy, who must be ruthlessly called to account. 

Such were the words; but the deeds that Matyas Rdkosi 
heralded remained undone. Nobody was called to account. This 
was double-dealing. 

Thus, despite the resolution of the Third Party Congress, op¬ 
position could not and did not cease. It did not even diminish; 
on the contrary% it continued to grow and become dangerous. 
To arouse panic and to justify and make their proposals for 
undermining the June policy acceptable, opposition elements 
at the head of organs directing the Party, the government, and 
the economy began predicting inflation and unemployment- 
in a very misleading manner, as events proved. These pro¬ 
posals called for a general reduction of industrial output; a 
large-scale cut back in social provisions for the workers; a great 
reduction in the standard of living of persons living on wages 
and salaries; and an increase in the burdens of the peasants. 
The anarchistic and inhuman manner in which rationalization 
was carried out contributed to all this and embittered a large 
section of the intelligentsia in the government. All these meas¬ 
ures were so timed that their implementation would have 
occurred at the time when the local councils were holding elec- 
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tions and PPF committees were being set up. In this way the 
“left-wing” opposition would have Succeeded in turning all 
sectors of the population against the Party, the People's De¬ 
mocracy, and mainly the government. This was what they were 
getting ready to do; but tlie wide-scale political activity arising 
from tlie resolutions and from the October stand of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee succeeded in preventing this to a great extent. 

However, the October, 1954, meeting of the Central Com¬ 
mittee and its resolution could prevent these plans only tem¬ 
porarily. At the October meeting of the Central Committee 
the report of the Political Committee had the following to say 
about the opposition: 

The Party Central Committee pointed out the dangerous con¬ 
sequences of the opposition that revealed itself with regard to the 
realignment as early as October, 1953, and Congress has also 
called attention to them. However, we have not waged a suf¬ 
ficiently forceful battle in the field of ideology against the im¬ 
proper point of view that sees nothing but a pro-peasant policy in 
the vigorous development of agriculture. At the same time, in the 
fields of practical work, we have failed to take strong measures 
against those who implement the Party and government resolu¬ 
tions concerning the realignment of industry and the develop¬ 
ment of agriculture indolently, under protest, and slowly. 

The resolution of the Central Committee, which was unani¬ 
mously accepted, stated clearly: 

The Party will wage an unremitting battle against all distortions 
of the resolutions passed in June, 1953, and at the Third Party 
Congress, and against any deviations from this line. . . . The 
Political Committee must carry out the regrouping of cadres in 
the economic organs as required for this purpose, and must initi¬ 
ate organizational measures against those who refuse to accept 
sincerely the resolutions of the Third Congress and the Central 
Committee, and who are incapable of carrying out the policy of 
the New Course. 

The situation prevailing before the October meeting of the 
Central Committee made clear that the Central Committee's 
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main task was the elimination of opposition. The unanimity 
and decisiveness of the stand taken by the Central Committe in 
October, its courageous support of the June policy, and its de¬ 
termination to liquidate opposition, temporarily defeated the 
“left-wing” opposition, which retreated. The position taken by 
the Central Committee and the staunch way in which it abided 
by its principles plainly showed the “left-wing” deviationists 
that if the Party and government should succeed in carrying 
out the October resolution, there would be no hope of a return 
to the extreme “left-wing” policy. After the October resolu¬ 
tion of the Central C'ommittee there was confusion in the ranks 
of the “left-wing” opposition and an increase in double-deal¬ 
ing. This is reflected in the speech made by Erno Gero Li 
Szolnok, in which he stated: 

If there are sonic who are unable to understand the Party's pol¬ 
icy and the demands of the New Course, and if they persist in 
clinging to the old way, they must be removed, no matter how 
loyal they are to the Party. And if there are some who are deliber¬ 
ately obstructing the Party’s policy, they must be swept aside. 

Then, speaking of the Party’s most important task, raising 
the workers’ standard of living, he said: 

This has been and will continue to be the policy of our Party 
after the meeting of the Central Committee; this policy is the 
policy of our working class, the policy of all our people. The 
enthusiasm with which our people support this policy and with 
which they are now participating in the work of the PPF proves 
that we are following the only correct way. 

Thus spoke Erno Gero in Szolnok. But he spoke quite differ¬ 
ently on this same subject in the spring of 1955, not to mention 
his actions, which were diametrically opposed to the economic 
policy of our Party and government and were aimed at liquidat¬ 
ing the June resolution. 

After the October meeting of the Central Committee, Mdtyds 
Rakosi tossed aside the reins of Party leadership. The Budapest 
Party Committee did not process the October resolution of the 
Central Committee for a long time. According to the report of 
the Party and Mass Organization Department, some of the Party 
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cadres did not approve of what we had been doing since June. 
The result of the elections of leaders of primary organizations 
showed the low grade of the Party's political work; in many 
fields the Party organizations were still firmly following the old 
policy. The weakness of mass work and the low political level of 
the leadership also indicated that the Party organization had 
failed to adopt either the June Party resolution or the new work 
style. These and similar facts prove that Matyas Rdkosi, the 
Party's First Secretary, did not want to direct the Party during 
this period that was so crucial from the point of view of the im¬ 
plementation of the June resolution and the liquidation of the 
opposition to said resolution. Instead of carrying out the Octo¬ 
ber resolution of the Central Committee, he felt the time had 
come to take a stand against them, for false and misleading rea¬ 
sons. He evaluated the international situation improperly, ex¬ 
pecting first of all an increase in war tension. He exaggerated 
internal political and economic difficulties, claiming to see only 
trouble and mistakes since the inception of the New Course in 
June, 1933. He deemed the situation worse than it had been in 
1952, He spoke of economic and political crises, claiming that 
the enemy had become more powerful in the country and that 
the PPF was in the hands of the enemy, and that a hostile right- 
wing wave was sweeping the country. All this was said immedi¬ 
ately after the October meeting of the Central Committee, 
which had established that quite the contrary was true. It was 
said at a time when the strength of the Party was growing and 
developing; when its influence and closeness to the masses was 
increasing; when the social basis of the People's Democracy was 
becoming firmer than it had been at any time during the pre¬ 
ceding five years, as the October resolution of the Central Com¬ 
mittee had clearly stated. Matyas Rakosi's stand was directed 
against the resolutions of the Central Committee. He denied 
the importance of the success achieved at the elections of the 
local councils and in the establishment of the PPF committees, 
whereas these plainly proved the correctness of the October res¬ 
olution. As a result of Rakosi's stand, the “left-wing" opposition 
began openly attacking the October resolution of the Party and 
the political principles evolved there; actually they were attack- 
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ing the consistent implementation of the June policy. With this, 
the die was cast. 

The opposition, as is known, assumed the most varying guises 
in the field of Party, state, and economic life: prevention of the 
disclosure of pre-June mistakes; the enforcement of a passive 
attitude in Party, state, and economic organs; the creation of 
uncertainty and confusion within the Party; the obstruction of 
the implementation of measures; the exaggeration of difficul¬ 
ties; frequent changes in economic plans; attempts to decrease 
output; evasion of the organizational regulations aimed at con¬ 
trolling the opposition; drives to enact antipopular regulations; 
etc. As a result of the opposition, the Party and government or¬ 
gans concerned failed to evolve a concrete program for the 
realignment and simultaneous development of industry. 

Since the October meeting of the Central Committee last 
year, the “left-wing” extremists have caused unusually serious 
economic, political, and moral damage. The most serious was 
the alienation of the masses from the Party and the government. 
The solidarity and decisiveness of principle manifested by the 
Central Committee at the October, 1954, meeting frightened 
the “left-wing” opposition. In March, it was the Central Com¬ 
mittee that flinched before the onslaught of the “left-wing” ex¬ 
tremists. The Central Committee of the Party must have suffi¬ 
cient strength, power, and courage to carry through the will of 
the Party and the Marxist-Leninist principles within the policy 
of the Party, despite either “right-wing” or “left-wing” devia- 
tionists. 

From the Party resolutions and the press articles appearing in 
connection with the resolutions, and in the discussion of various 
problems, it appears that they are attempting to hold me per¬ 
sonally responsible for the opposition and its consequences. If 
I am responsible for anything in this regard, then it is only be¬ 
cause we failed to break down the opposition in time, resolutely 
and with forceful regulations. However, without the help and 
support of the Party apparatus, it was impossible to accomplish 
this through purely Party methods, to which I have always ad¬ 
hered. For this, however, not I, but Matyils Rdkosi is respon¬ 
sible, who from the start had two irons in the fire as far as 
opposition was concerned. 
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Hiding behind the opposition were primarily anti-Marxist, 
anti-Leninist ideologies: ideologies that have often been ex¬ 
posed and branded by the classicists as extreme “left-wingism/' 
which represents a crude violation and distortion of the basic 
principle of Communism and the legitimacy of our develop¬ 
ment as a People’s Democracy. 

But we find also fear of disclosure of mistakes and of being 
held responsible. We know that the sincerity of a party can be 
measured primarily on the basis of the party leaders’ attitude 
toward their mistakes. Some facts, very unpleasant to the “left- 
wing” deviationists, have come to light since the time of the 
June resolutions, although far from everything has become 
known. They were and are aware that these facts reveal them 
as falsifiers of Marxism-Leninism. The only way they can de¬ 
fend themselves, even if only temporarily, is by preventing the 
disclosure of their mistakes and by nipping all possibility of 
criticism in the bud. They fabricate charges because this is al¬ 
ways easier than standing up and conducting a debate along the 
lines of Marxist-Leninist reasoning. 

The debate, which requires at least two participants, has been 
entirely one-sided so far: they have made loud accusations, 
while I was obliged to listen in silence. But it was also one-sided 
because they have made vSerious charges without proving any¬ 
thing. Yet it is an elementary requirement that he who accuses 
must be able to prove his accusations. Nevertheless, the situa¬ 
tion to date has been that they have accused me without any 
sort of evidence, and I am obliged to prove that the charges 
made against me are false. 



Chapter 25. 


Adherence to the Rules of Party Life 
and the Question of Rehabilitation 


The pre-June Party leadership, which the June, 1953, resolu¬ 
tion of the Central Committee branded as “clique leadership,” 
had serious consequences in the internal life of the Party too. 
This legacy, which had to be liquidated and replaced by Len¬ 
inist principles in Party life, was very onerous and became the 
biggest problem of the new Party leadership. 

The decisions arrived at and the resolution made at the June, 
1953, meeting of the Central Committee disclosed the anti- 
Marxist views and anti-Party methods that were disrupting the 
internal life of the Party, and particularly the higher leadership 
of the Party. But at the same time, the resolution indicated what 
had to be done to overcome these faults. 

The faults for which Rakosi, as leader of the Party, was pri¬ 
marily responsible stemmed from the fact that under his leader¬ 
ship the internal life of the Party had failed to conform to 
fundamental Marxist-Leninist principles and had violated them 
through its directives and activities. It did not adhere to the 
organizational principles of the Party; its actual direction was 
not in the hands of the elected organs of the Party but was seized 
by Gerd, Farkas, and R6vai, led by Rdkosi. In fact, even this 
small group became narrower, so that state leadership was actu¬ 
ally in the hands of Rikosi and Gero. They failed to inform the 
Secretariat, and still less the Political Committee, of important 
matters. They made decisions and took steps in affairs beyond 
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their jurisdiction. They formed opinions on the various ques¬ 
tions in advance, and then had the opinions passed as resolu¬ 
tions. They did not consider the other members of the elected 
organs of the Party their equals; they looked down on them. 

Thus, instead of being led by elected Party organs, the Party 
was actually led by a clique. This inevitably resulted in lack of 
principles and violation of the Party line, and became the source 
of serious mistakes. 

The replacement of collective Party leadership by clique lead¬ 
ership could lead to nothing but a series of mistakes and was the 
chief origin of the mistakes. It was also the origin of the per¬ 
sonality cult and of ‘Tiihrerism.’' 

In Fuhrerism, the role of the individual is enlarged in an 
idealistic, anti-Marxist sense, w^hich exaggerates the role of the 
“elect’’ or the “predestined” individual as the shaper of history. 
The extreme danger of this idealistic point of view is that it 
makes no attempt to win the confidence and support of the 
people; it denies the creative power of the masses. Another 
harmful and dangerous aspect of Fuhrerism is that it generates 
no initiative or activity in the masses but only an attitude of 
waiting with folded hands, because it is the leader or leaders 
who are expected to act. Both the personality cult and Fuhrer¬ 
ism are alien to our people and can lead only to estrangement 
from the masses; and that is what happened in this case. 

Rakosi and the Party leaders, Gero, Rovai, and Farkas, im¬ 
paired seriously the effectiveness of the Communist principle of 
criticism and self-criticism within the Party and the govern¬ 
ment. They generally considered criticism from below as the 
voice of the enemy and acted accordingly. They did not criti¬ 
cize one another but shielded each other from criticism. They 
took even the mildest form of criticism as a personal insult. Ac¬ 
cording to them, mistakes could be made only at the lower eche¬ 
lons. They themselves were infallible and could do no wrong. 
At the same time, they were all the more outspoken when dress¬ 
ing down comrades called in on official business to attend meet¬ 
ings of the Secretariat and the Political Committee. 

Fear of self-criticism or criticism from non-Party members 
is the most dangerous disease in the Party; lack of a critical 
spirit and the suppression of criticism and self-criticism play a 
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big part in it. The responsibility for this falls on the Party lead¬ 
ers, especially on Rakosi. Our Party was permeated with Fiihrer- 
ism and the spirit of noncriticism, which spread from the lead¬ 
ers down through the ranks. 

There is every reason to ask why such serious mistakes in 
Party leadership occurred. Lenin's saying gives the exact an¬ 
swer: The best policy is a policy of principle. However, a policy 
of principle cannot be carried on without theoretical-ideological 
work. This is the root of the trouble. Where there is no theo¬ 
retical work, no ideological debate, and no unfolding conflict 
of opinions, there it is possible to engage in politics without 
Marxist-Leninist preparation, and to practice Fiihrerism. Where 
theoretical work is poor, lack of principle, which produces con¬ 
fusion and errors, takes over. Until we change this, there is and 
can be no assurance that we will not make even more serious 
mistakes. 

The resolution of the Central Committee makes even more 
serious statements concerning the responsibility and anti-Party 
methods of the Party leadership. 

Our Soviet comrades quite correctly stated that one of the 
greatest shortcomings of the old leadership was that “in Hun¬ 
gary, a true collective leadership failed to develop because Ra¬ 
kosi is incapable of working collectively.” “He has lost the self- 
confidence required to correct mistakes, and it can happen that 
proper leadership will come into being over his head, which is 
a catastrophe for a leader,” said Comrade Khrushchev at the 
May. 1954, conference in Moscow. 

Comrade Malenkov, too, found that we were slow in cor¬ 
recting our mistakes in Party leadership and that Rakosi, as 
Party First Secretary, was not doing the job well. Rdkosi was 
incapable of taking the lead in correcting mistakes. Each time 
we were in Moscow, the Soviet comrades noted that Rikosi's 
reports on our problems failed to make mention of the main 
questions, the urgent problems connected with Party life. The 
Soviet comrades were the ones who had to bring up the matter of 
Party unity and collective leadership. They found that their 
criticism and advice had led to no action. 

During our visit preceding the Third Party Congress, the 
Soviet comrades emphasized: 
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Comrade Rakosi must take the lead in the fight to correct 
previous mistakes and to implement the resolutions of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee. He must put a final end to the mistakes of the 
past, bravely, manfully, and like a Bolshevik. He does not have 
to put the blame on Beria, the international situation, or any¬ 
thing else. Riikosi must promote Party unity by fighting consist¬ 
ently against the mistakes. 

Our Soviet comrades pointed out that all mistakes must be dis¬ 
closed, regardless of whom they involved: 

Franker and more theoretical debates. Party-type criticism, and 
intra-Party democracy must be ensured. Lack of experience or 
training must not be looked down upon. Divergent opinions and 
possibly mistaken points of view must not be capitalized on 
politically to the detriment of those who hold them. There is no 
highest and lowest man in the Political Committee. Much more 
care must be devoted to the complete clarification of the princi¬ 
ples involved in the questions. This is the only quick way to dispel 
the duality existing on certain points within the leadership. 

They went on to emphasize: 

The policy of airing grievances must be terminated, and the 
remnants of Fiihrcrism, of disdainful, insulting, and offensive 
conduct must be eliminated. The Party leadership needs Comrade 
Rakosi, but he must know and realize that he will have to merge 
into the collective leadership because that is the only way in 
which he can do his work well. 

In connection with the well-known Kovacs letter, which dis¬ 
cussed and called to the attention of the Party the problems of 
dualism in collective leadership. Party democracy, criticism, and 
self-criticism, and in attitudes toward principles, the Soviet com¬ 
rades found it necessary to emphasize that Rdkosi’s report had 
side-stepped and failed to clarify the question of the unity of 
Party leadership, whereas debate on the Kovacs letter would have 
given him opportunity to do just that. It was not a debate of 
principle. It lacked Bolshevik frankness and got off on the wrong 
track, ending up as it did with a compromise of principle. The 
Political Committee was afraid to face the duality in leader¬ 
ship and its true cause. The matter was made more serious by 
the Political Committee's evaluation of the situation, which 
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Stated that there was an improvement in unity of leadership and 

that duality did not exist. 

The Soviet comrades also considered it wrong that the Politi¬ 
cal Committee had taken up the matter of the Kovacs letter dur¬ 
ing my absence, whereas it was I who requested that the discus¬ 
sion be postponed for a little while. 

The discussion of the Kovacs letter and the resolution of the 
Political Committee, both of which occurred during my absence, 
were the first crude attempt by Matyas Rakosi to place the 
blame for the troubles arising from opposition to correcting old 
faults on the New Course and on me personally. The Central 
Committee's resolution concerning the Kovacs letter, which the 
Soviet comrades said was “lacking in Bolshevik frankness and 
deviated in the direction of compromise of principle" and 
which the Political Committee was obliged to change, willy- 
nilly, after it had been published, showed the true motives of 
Rakosi; even before the Third Party Congress, he tried to 
achieve what he did achieve in the spring of 1955. In short, as¬ 
sisted by baseless contentions, he used my absence enforced by 
illness to make the Political Committee accept a resolution con¬ 
demning the policy of the New C'ourse and putting the blame 
on me. Not only did Rakosi have this matter discussed at the 
Political Committee in my absence, but he wanted to go to Mos¬ 
cow without me. The Soviet comrades felt this would be wrong 
and refused to give him permission. Thus Rakosi's attempts in 
May, 1954, were a fiasco. He was obliged to admit both in Mos¬ 
cow and before the Political Committee that he had made the 
Politial Committee accept a resolution containing unfounded 
and misleading statements concerning collective leadership, 
unity of principle, and Party democracy, and that he had in¬ 
formed the Soviet comrades in this vein. The disclosure of this 
matter revealed the unethical political campaign directed 
against me, which had already started at that time. 

From the beginning, Rdkosi was opposed to the democratic 
principle regulating internal Party life. He was unable to adapt 
himself to collective leadership. He was unable to accept the 
principle of the equality of the members of the Political Com¬ 
mittee. In connection with the June resolution criticizing Party 
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leadership, he argued that the “foursome'' was actually a small 
collective, so that there could be no talk of individual leader¬ 
ship. In any case, he continued, Stalin alone was leader in the 
Soviet Union, compared to which our “foursome" was a col¬ 
lective. A person who evaluates the mistaken leadership of the 
past in this manner, and who views the essence of collective 
leadership in this light, is incapable of remedying past faults 
or of adapting himself to collective leadership on the principle 
of equality—as events have proved. 

Owing principally to Rakosi’s obstructive attitude, the Politi¬ 
cal Committee began and continued its struggle to combat the 
deterioration of Party life amidst great political vacillation. One 
manifestation of this, which I have already mentioned, was Rd- 
kosi’s July 11 speech to the Party activists of Budapest. This 
speech left the Party inclined to feel that there was no need for 
great changes in Party life, leadership, and policy; that actually 
the old policy could be continued. Even the Political Commit¬ 
tee was unable to keep Rakosi from this endeavor. 

The other manifestation took the form of directives issued by 
the Political Committee at the end of August, 1953, concerning 
the implementation of the June resolution. Fundamentally, 
these also omitted making mention of either the political and 
theoretical mistakes or the anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist methods 
of the Party leadership. This confused the Central Committee, 
the leading Party functionaries, and especially the secretaries 
on the lower levels, all of whom interpreted the directives as 
meaning what Rakosi had already convinced them of in his 
July 11, 1953, speech, i.e., that the Political Committee had 
made basic changes in the June, 1953, resolutions of the Central 
Committee. Actually the Political Committee was against such 
endeavors, but the directives had already been issued by the ap¬ 
paratus of the Central Committee and it was too late to make 
amends. All this shows that in implementing the June resolu¬ 
tion the Political Committee, under the influence of Rakosi, 
vacillated a great deal in the matter of replacing the dictatorial 
methods practiced in inner Party life with democratic methods 
that would be in keeping with Party rules. It neither eradicated 
entirely the old anti-Party methods nor created new ones with 
any degree of consistency. This benefited only the ‘"left-wing" 
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extremists, the opposition, which was not in favor of the Party 
policy in any case. This led the Central Committee to declare in 
its October, 1953, report on the implementation of the June 28 
resolution that some of the comrades continued to work slug¬ 
gishly and squeamishly, and that unless they supported and 
promoted the resolution of the Central Committee quickly and 
without reservation, they would do great damage to both our 
Party and our people. This situation in the Party arose as the 
result of the behavior of Matyas Rdkosi. Yet, hardly a year later, 
despite the evidence of repeated Party resolutions and of facts, 
Rdkosi attempted to bring the very same charges against me and 
to put them on record in the resolution of the Central Com¬ 
mittee. 

In June, 1953, and later, more than one session of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee established that Party resolutions were not 
being carried out in the spirit of Leninism as regards criticism 
and self-criticism either. Lenin states: 

A political party's attitude toward its own mistakes is one of 
the best and most certain criteria of the sincerity of the party, 
and of how it is actually performing its duty to its class and the 
working masses. A sincere party is characterized by its readiness to 
admit errors openly, to discover their causes, to analyze the situa¬ 
tion responsible for them, and to debate by what means they may 
be rectified. In this way, the party fulfills its obligations; thus it 
trains and teaches first the class and then the masses. 

The Central Committee pointed out that before 1953 certain 
comrades were little given to practicing the virtue of self-criti¬ 
cism, and had become unaccustomed to taking criticism, espe¬ 
cially from below, from simple Party members. They had 
become alien to the fresh, invigorating atmosphere of Party 
democracy, to the procedure of collective leadership. Now, after 
June, 1953, when they came up against criticism, when their 
errors were disclosed and rectification demanded, a number of 
them went about their work with distaste, with reservations, 
and without real impetus. This was another serious error of past 
leadership. The Political Committee and I have made great ef¬ 
forts in the past two years to eradicate this attitude, to bring 
about criticism and self-criticism in the spirit of Lenin, and we 
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have had some success. In the meantime, as I have already said, 
there were some mistakes and some extremism, but on the 
whole we made real progress in the crucial matter of internal 
Party life. By developing and ensuring intra-Party democracy, 
the June resolution made criticism possible. 

However, it must be stated that in the wake of the March and 
April resolutions of the Central Committee there was a recur¬ 
rence in the Party of the pre-June Party methods, adopted un¬ 
der the pretext of combating right-wing deviation. Criticism 
was stifled, and there was a return to terrorism and reprisals, 
both of which are a flagrant violation of Party democracy, run 
counter to the principles of Lenin, and are actually a return to 
the old mistaken practices of Party leadership. Criticism was 
again classified as either the '‘voice of the enemy" or more mod¬ 
erately, as a slander of the leaders. In this atmosphere, persons 
who continued to criticize and to disclose errors regardless of 
who committed them, who considered it not only their right 
but their duty on the basis of Party regulations to criticize, were 
usually abused and often suffered material, moral, or political 
setbacks, such as loss of their jobs and disciplining by or expul¬ 
sion from the Party. Terrorism and fear of reprisal killed the 
sincerity of Party members and compelled them to keep their 
opinions to themselves. Their behavior and statements showed 
ever increasing duality. Within the Party organization, at meet¬ 
ings and conferences, they remained silent or spoke with indif¬ 
ference, reserving their true opinions for discussion outside the 
Party; that is where they talked politics. Such things are danger 
signs of the dissolution of Party morale, life, and discipline, 
and arc the consequence of the return to threats, terror, and the 
stifling of criticism. The Party leadership is seriously to blame 
for this, the more so because these are well-known facts in the 
Party, among the leaders and members. 

During the nearly two years preceding the March, i95/s» reso¬ 
lution of the Central Committee, the rules of internal Party 
life were endangered by the autocratic methods of the “left- 
wing" extremists. Today, this danger has again become a reality 
and has created within the Party a situation of a gravity unparal¬ 
leled since liberation. Not only has it disrupted the unity and 
mutual trust re-established within the Party after June, but also 
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the connection and trust between the Party leadership and the 
members, the entire organizational political life of the Party. 

These are facts that no distortion or falsification can alter, as 
some Party bureaucrats are now trying to do. In an article en¬ 
titled “Let Us Strengthen Democratic Centralism in the Party," 
appearing in Szabad Nep of May 22, 1955, Tivadar Matusek at¬ 
tempts to give a false picture of the crushing of Party democ¬ 
racy: 

During the past months. Party democracy also has been suffering 
from a right-wing attack. The Lenin-Stalin sense of Party de¬ 
mocracy was especially crudely distorted by Comrade Imre Nagy. 
His most serious error was to supplant the right to criticize with 
license to criticize. He has distorted the frank and profound self- 
criticism of our Party and slanders our Party and its leaders. 

To prove this, he quotes the following passage from my arti¬ 
cle of October 20, 1954: 

The old economic policy gave socialism an entirely incorrect 
interpretation: it failed to take into account man and society; 
it narrowed the concept of socialism till it meant only a maximum 
increase in the production of iron and steel, and an excess of 
industrialization. 

The quotation is a mild, but absolutely correct, criticism of 
the old economic policy, and I abide by my opinion to this very 
day; in fact, it needs to be expressed more strongly and openly. 
But it appears that the Party bureaucrats have become so unac¬ 
customed to criticism that, seizing their axes, they must attack 
through me, in the columns of the central Party journal, all 
those to whom it may occur to criticize anything. And only 
these “left-wing" extremists dare speak of the Leninist-Stalinist 
interpretation of Party democracy, these persons who with their 
bluster, threats, and regulations would silence the Party mem¬ 
bers with their extreme “left-wing" interpretation of freedom 
to criticize. 

But it was not only Party democracy, but also collective lead¬ 
ership, which was distorted by me and not by the “foursome," 
whose attitude toward collective leadership is well known. In 
the same article, Matusek writes the following: 
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Comrade Imre Nagy seriously violated the principle of collec¬ 
tive leadership, too. He gave an improper and biased version of 
the June, 1953, resolution of the Central Committee, and at the 
National Assembly he presented his own government program, 
independent of the Party resolution. 

He also mentions my speech to the PPF Congress and my 
article of October 20 as further instances in which I exceeded 
the resolutions of the Central Committee and presented my 
own platform. On seeing the slander in the foregoing few sen¬ 
tences, one is obliged to ask who is right—-Matusek, or the count¬ 
less Party resolutions that contradict Matusek’s slander? Let us 
take things in order. To begin with, why does Matusek not de¬ 
scribe the June resolution of which I supposedly gave a biased 
interpretation and explain in what respect the government 
program is independent of the Party resolution? Because he 
feels safe, he is safe in lying, since only the initiate arc familiar 
with the June resolution. And they will not call him to account, 
far less expose him. Between June, 1953, and March, 1955, the 
Central Committee has held many meetings; in fact, our Party 
Congress has been in session too; great resolutions were formu¬ 
lated; serious criticisms were voiced; many articles were written 
and speeches made; but never, anywhere, has there been a word 
or hint to the effect that I distorted the June resolution or that I 
put forward my “own'" separate government program. This 
proves again that Matusek is telling a brazen lie. Every Party 
resolution, dozens of articles and speeches, emphatically stressed 
that the Party resolution and government program were identi¬ 
cal. Even Matyas Rakosi maintained this up to March, 1955. 
I.et them decide among themselves wlio was telling the truth 
and who was lying. Even if what Matusek alleges were true, I 
would stand by the government program, because the welfare 
of the people, the country, and the Party required it, and it 
served their interest to a very great extent. If the need should 
arise, under similar circumstances, I would say it again. There 
was no mistake in the government: the trouble was that the 
June Party resolution on which the government program was 
based should have been published first. But this is not my fault. 
I was all in favor of publishing the resolution of the Central 
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Committee. On the other hand, Matyas Rdkosi and other per¬ 
sons responsible for the mistakes of the past were against this, 
for understandable reasons. They were so much against it that 
neither the Party members nor the people ever had a chance 
to become familiar with the June, 1953, resolution of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee. It is through this June resolution, which is 
being kept secret, that Matusek is attempting to charge me with 
violation of Party democracy and collective leadership. It is not 
difficult to show up these machinations. All that is needed is to 
make the June, 1953, resolution of the Central Committee avail¬ 
able to the Party members and let them judge for themselves 
who distorted the June resolution; whether the government 
program is at odds with it; and whether present Party policy is 
based on the June resolution. 

In my petition to the March meeting of the Central Com¬ 
mittee, I found it necessary to comment on the relationship ex¬ 
isting between Party bureaucracy, the Party apparatus, and the 
elected organs. Since then the situation has become still worse; 
the Party apparatus has become predominant, which, for one 
thing, proves the correctness of my contentions; and, for an¬ 
other, makes it necessary to bring up the subject again. At that 
time I wrote: 

There are many indications of a gradual return to old, in¬ 
correct, un-Partlylike methods in Party leadership, in the work of 
the Party apparatus, and in the internal life of the Party. At meet¬ 
ings of the Political Committee, I have pointed out more than 
once that the leadership is slipping slowly from the Political 
Committee to the Secretariat, and that consequently the Party 
is not under the leadership of the elected body but of the Party 
apparatus. Thus collective leadership is nothing but a principle, 
having no practical reality. This among other things has contrib¬ 
uted to the Political Committee’s loss of prestige. Due to the pre¬ 
dominance of the apparatus, officials of the apparatus have come 
to symbolize the Party. They speak and make statements in the 
name of the Party; their opinion is considered the opinion of the 
Party. Two types of Political Committee members are coming 
into being: those who hold posts in the Party and those who do not. 
The prestige of members of the Central Committee depends on 
this also. 
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The predominance of the apparatus and the eclipse of the 
elected organs, with a resulting increase in administrative meth¬ 
ods in Party leadership, is nothing new in the life of our Party. 
It was typical of the pre-June methods of Party leadership. We 
were unable to alter this, which was particularly bad because the 
Soviet comrades, and especially Comrade Khruslichev, on many 
occasions called our attention to the danger: to the fact that the 
apparatus is leading us and is overpowering the Party. The grow¬ 
ing pressure, terrorism, and browbeating in the field of intra- 
Party democracy and criticism and self-criticism, is closely related 
to the j)redominant role assumed by the apparatus and the in¬ 
creasing use of administrative devices in the internal life of the 
Party. It is undoubtedly true that intra-Party democracy and the 
right to criticize were abused in many places and used against 
the Party. Action must be taken against this type of abuse, but 
it should not be replaced by the mistaken attitudes of the past, 
which responded to criticism with browbeating and terroristic 
tactics. Yet, unfortunately, these are beginning to spread to a 
dangerous extent, and the harmful consequences of such tactics 
are already becoming apparent in Party life and in the behavior 
of Party members. 

Viewing the matter in retrospect, I still feel I was right in 
raising the question. The rise of bureaucracy and the predomi¬ 
nant role assumed by the apparatus, the overshadowing of the 
elected organs, combined with the financial dependence of the 
Party leadership and most members of the apparatus, play a sig¬ 
nificant role in the distortion and suppression of the Leninist 
spirit in Party democracy, collective leadership, and criticism 
and self-criticism. These factors played a crucial part in the turn 
of events owing to which Party policy was set back on a pre- 
June footing, after the groundwork for the turnabout had been 
completed in March through opposition to the policy of the 
New Course. 

The April resolution of the Central Committee, without any 
cause, explanation, or reference to positive facts, accuses me of 
resorting to '‘factionaP’ tactics. I classify this as common slander. 
The charge of factionalism stems from distorted views concern¬ 
ing the rules of the internal life of the Party. Every political 
statement of the Party members looks like factionalism to per¬ 
sons who deny the fundamental right of Party members to dis- 
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CUSS Party problems and to debate and exchange opinions; who 
believe that Party members may discuss Party life, political, eco¬ 
nomic, cultural, or international questions only in the presence 
of the Party Secretary or under the surveillance of members of 
the apparatus; who feel that discussions must be conducted ac¬ 
cording to specific rules or from a predetermined point of view 
and within a limited scope—in other words, only under the con¬ 
ditions that rhc “left-wing” extremists and the Party bureauc¬ 
racy are willing to tolerate. 

Yet one must realize that Party rules guarantee every Party 
member the right to take a stand in questions concerning Party 
policy, to debate his stand, and to exchange opinions on this 
subject with other Party members. In fact, Party members have 
the right to move that sessions of the leadership, the electorate, 
or even the Central Committee be convened; if necessary, they 
may even ask for an extra session of the Party Congress, pro¬ 
vided that the required number of Party members approve of 
the motion. They have the right to do all this in an uncontested 
fashion, and without being called factionists by anyone who 
adheres to Lenin’s interpretation of Party rules; who respects 
the rights of Party members; and who is not motivated by dicta¬ 
torial aspirations. 

It appears that some people consider it a factional tactic that 
I refused to tolerate the illegal and irregular resolutions of the 
Political Committee that attempted to isolate and silence me 
completely on the basis of the medical report composed by the 
Committee. At that time, I was frequently obliged to write to 
the Central Committee because of the iiTegular actions of the 
Political Committee. In my letter of February 25, 1955, I wrote 
the following: 

A week ago today, I addressed Mdty^is Rakosi in the form of a 
letter and requested him to inform me about the Political Com¬ 
mittees proposals, resolutions, agenda, etc., as pertaining to the 
meeting of the Central Committee. I did not receive an answer to 
this request. The case was similar to the Saturday's “orientation" 
meeting, of which I was not notified. I am completely unfamiliar 
with the Political Committee's report on the problem that was 
presented there. ... I consider this procedure unforgivable and 
irregular, and I object to it. It is apparent that they want to 
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conduct the Central Committee’s meeting without me; without 
giving me an opportunity to express my views on the debatable 
problems; without allowing me to justify my standpoint. For my 
part, it is apjxirciu that the Political Committee, which with 
numerous actions has actually stripped me of my membership in 
the Political Committee, does not wish to solve political dif¬ 
ferences of o[n‘nion on the basis of princij)le—or in the sphere of 
Party-like discussion—or with the assistance of the Central Com¬ 
mittee, but through the use of various irregular Party methods. 
They wish to remain silent and are hastening to influence the 
standpoint of the members of the Central Committee by not 
telling them the whole stoi7. I maintain this to be arbitrariness, 
contrary to Party principles and unforgivable in our Party. 

I was absolutely right when I wrote this in my letter. 

Prior to this, I also objected to irregular Party procedure in 
my letter of February 23, 1955; in this letter, among other 
things, I wrote the following: 

As a result of my illness, it is apparent that for a certain period 
I must be dissociated from Party and state work. T will make al¬ 
lowance for this, but I cannot agree with those exaggerated regu¬ 
lations that on the pretense of my illness result in irregular Party 
measures against me. At present, the situation is that my mem¬ 
bership in the Political Committee is purely nominal, so that the 
above-listed and other irregular measures have in fact terminated 
it, even though the Central Committee, elected at the Third Party 
Congress, sent me into the Political Committee as a full-fledged 
member. But, since they do not consider me as an actual or bona- 
fide member of the Political Committee, I am turning to the 
Central Committee with this as well as with other problems. 

My objection against the irregular Party procedure of the 
Political Committee was also in order. 

Afterward, in my petition addressed to the March meeting 
of the Central Committee in opposition to the chain of abuses, 
I presented my standpoint as follows: 

In recent days, I have turned to the Central Committee with 
a letter which I sent to the First Secretary of the Central Com¬ 
mittee and to other members of the Central Committee so that 
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they can present it at the meeting of the Central Committee. As 
I wrote in my accompanying letter addressed to Comrade R^ikosi, 
I was forced to resort to this means because for weeks neither the 
Political Committee as a body, nor any of its individual mem¬ 
bers, nor the First Secretary of the Central Committee, has kept 
in contact with me on the pretext of my illness. He does not 
give me any answer whatsoever to my letters, my petitions, my 
requests, or my complaints, even though I objected to serious 
irregular Party procedures. At the previous meeting of the Central 
Committee, they went so far as to make known serious things 
about me and my political standpoint, without informing me. 
This was entirely one-sided; it was done without making known 
my objections and standpoint on those same problems, so that 
the members of the Central Committee were not given the op¬ 
portunity to take the proper political stand with full knowledge 
of all information. With respect to all these irregular Party 
procedures taken against me, T request the Central Committee to 
exert pressure so that the clarification of the problems take place 
within the farmework of principle and Partylike procedure. 

Therefore I most emphatically reject, with complete justice, 
the charges of factional methods. I did not employ factional 
methods—they were employed against me. 

These methods, in addition to creating great uncertainty and 
confusion on principles in the Party and in the so-called politi¬ 
cally misinformed Party membership (which lead to a serious 
rift between the membership and leadership), caused the wide¬ 
spread decline of the prestige of the Party leadership. This was 
not my doing. After the Central Committee meeting of October, 
1954, I wrote in my article ‘'After the Meeting of the Central 
Committee’’ in the October 20 issue of Szabad Nep, the follow¬ 
ing, which I still consider to be correct and worthy of emphasis: 

In everyday Party work, far-reaching implications must be 
drawn from the discussions and resolutions of the Central Com¬ 
mittee. The meeting of the Central Committee was a magnifi¬ 
cent display of the unity of principles of Party leadership. We 
must now take this further and manage to get the entire Party 
membership to speak as one. For this, however, the methods of 
leadership must be changed, and the improper views that have 
arisen about the role of Party members must be eliminated. 
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That Party members have an important role not only in the 
execution of tasks assigned by the virtue of leadership but also 
in the formation of the Party's policies must be vindicated. With¬ 
out this there cannot be a healthy Partylike life within the Party; 
the leadership, floundering and alienated from the broad masses 
of Party membership, would lose the necessary power and mo¬ 
mentum.One of the principal morals of the Central Committee's 
meeting is that this must be changed. We very properly pay a 
great deal of attention to the relationship between the Party and 
the working masses. But very little is said about the relationship 
of the Party leadership and the Party membership, and the unity 
of political principles. However, in tlie Revolutionary Workers' 
Party this is an indispensable condition of Party leadership. The 
close relationship between the Party and the masses cannot be 
realized without this. The failure to discuss Party principles 
and policy with the Party membership, as though this were the 
job of the leadership only, and as though the membership were 
concerned only with its execution, must also be changed. 

We have not relied enough upon the members of the Party. We 
have not presented the problems of the Party’s policies to them. 
We have brought to them primarily problems of production and 
daily economic tasks. In essence, we have treated them as though 
they w^re not of age. However, our power rests on the wide 
masses of our Party membership, on unified action and class con¬ 
sciousness. At the same time, a responsibility associated with Party 
membership is to support Party policy, to explain it, and if need 
be to defend it. Languid and indifferent conduct must be 
punished unmercifully. A harsh struggle must be continued 
against enemy propaganda, which at times finds acceptance 
among Party members. 

As a result of the detrimental consequences that have ap¬ 
peared in Party life during the last half-year, the above view¬ 
points must be endorsed to an even greater degree today. The 
prestige of Party leadership must be restored and protected, 
mainly by virtue of the faultless conduct and operation of these 
organs from the viewpoint of exemplary and Partylike politics 
and morals. The restoration of the prestige of Party leadership 
demands the dismissal from Party leadership and public life of 
all those who with their criminal acts and misuse of authority 
during the past years have seriously harmed the demands of 
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Communist virtue and public morals—the constitutional rights 
of Party members and citizens. An end must be put to the ever 
increasing lies in the Party’s leadership, in the apparatus, and 
in the press, and to errors committed by Party members con¬ 
tradictory to Communist virtue. Lenin spoke out very sharply 
against so-called “Communist lies.” The Party members have 
found more than one Party leader engaged in this, but the 
broad masses also engage in such lies in both domestic and 
foreign politics and, last but not least, in connection with my 
troubles with the Party. This, however, cannot be continued 
very long without serious consequenes. They underrate Party 
members and workers when they choose to deceive them with 
malicious lies. The people have their own minds and like to 
use them. 

Perhaps the greatest harm done and still being done to Party 
leadership authority is the ideological confusion and uncer¬ 
tainty prevailing in Party ranks, which was caused by the March 
and April resolutions of the Central Committee and the articles 
and tirades that followed them; a confusion evidenced in words 
and deeds, in resolutions and their implementation, in repeti¬ 
tious assertions about the June policy, and even in discussions 
on reversion to the old policy. Thus a lack of calm political 
activity, mainly in the Party leadership, a lack of solidarity and 
deliberateness, or in other words a lack of stability, is the de¬ 
cisive fault in Party policy. There is an almost continuous con¬ 
fusion in Party policy, a restlessness in the Party membership 
and in public opinion, and a pushing of masses from one direc¬ 
tion to the other. Under the pretext of struggling against right¬ 
ist deviation, this has completely upset the Party and the nation, 
and has undermined the prestige of Party leadership and the 
confidence placed in it. 

The Party had to be and must be ideologically and politically 
armed for the struggle against rightist errors and views and 
against their threats. But at the same time it was and remains 
improper today to disarm the Party vis-a-vis “leftist” errors and 
dangers which have deep roots in the Party. But a struggle 
against “leftist” deviation cannot be expected from the “leftist” 
extremists who today have a decisive role in the ideological and 
political guidance of the Party. Yet the Party cannot continue 
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the struggle on only one front. The mistake in this field was 
that after the June resolution of the Central Committee, we 
conducted the struggle against the "leftist” mistakes and dan¬ 
gers in such a manner as to neglect the struggle against rightist 
mistakes and dangers. The task should have been, and still is 
today, as far as I am concerned, that the struggle against faults 
and dangers must be carried on at both fronts. Instead of this, 
they led the Party to the other extreme (of fighting on one front 
only) which the Party membership did not and does not under¬ 
stand. In addition to increasing distrust, this caused indignation 
in the Party membership and in public opinion. The "leftist” 
mistakes and dangers came back to life with extraordinary 
strength and speed following the thorough assessment of the 
June policies and the return to the extremely "leftist” policies 
of anti-Marxism and anti-Leninism. These dangers came back 
to life more ominously, with more harmful consequences, and 
in a more serious form than ever before. The very thing that 
the Party should have guarded against, as its major task, came 
to pass. 

The April resolution of the Central Committee also imple¬ 
mented measures, much less severe than mine, against Mihdly 
Farkas because he had allegedly supported "my” policies for a 
long time. This qualification of Farkas' act does not stand up; 
it is not sincere—it is deceptive. A much more severe punish¬ 
ment is in order for Mihdly Farkas, not on the basis of a motive 
prescribed in a resolution, but rather by the revelation of his 
criminal actions in matters of rehabilitation and of state de¬ 
fense. If anybody is burdened wdth responsibility because he 
supported the implementation of the June policies, it is not 
Mihdly Farkas, of all people. 

The ever widening rift between the Party and the masses of 
the Hungarian workers occurred because the masses were un¬ 
willing to follow the Party on the old, mistaken, antipeople 
political path, which had already proved a failure once, at 
heavy cost to the people of the nation. 

On the problem of rehabilitation, they charged that I 
brought the question before the public, in my article in the 
October 20, 1954, issue of Szabad Nep, in such a way as to 
weaken the unity and the authority of the leaders. It was then 
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and still is m; opinion that it is not a matter of how the ques¬ 
tion is posed, but rather that the commission of the crimes in 
question was and is detrimental to the Party and to leadership 
authority. Experience shows that it would have been far better 
to attend to the problems in the autumn of the preceding year, 
instead of continually deferring them, as this caused serious 
uncertainty and tension among Party members and the broad 
masses of the workers. We long since could have worked out 
these touchy Party problems. Numerous circumstances, pointed 
out more than once by the Soviet comrades, hindered solving 
the problem with reference to the long-range interests of the 
Party. Comrade Khrushchev, at the first of last year, urged the 
rehabilitations, saying, “The detainees are being released slowly. 
This is Rakosi’s fault, because he hasn’t taken the matter in 
hand. Rakosi alludes to the fact that his nerves are bad. Nerves 
don’t count. He has lost self-confidence in the correction of 
errors.” On the occasion of our Moscow talks prior to the Third 
Congress, Comrade Khrushchev likewise said the following: 
“Rikosi is responsible for the arrests. Therefore he does not 
want to release these people. He knows that he is guilty and will 
compromise himself. It is not permissible to denounce men 
and to throw suspicion on them.” Comrade Khrushchev advised 
that “the rehabilitations should be carried out so as not to de¬ 
stroy Rdkosi’s authority.” But, so that his words would not be 
misinterpreted, he added, “We will protect Rakosi’s authority 
only in so far as it is not prejudicial to Party authority. 

“It may happen that on the pretext of protecting RAkosi’s 
authority, the old policy will be reinstated and the freeing of 
the prisoners will not proceed. Of course, it is difficult for 
Rakosi to free the prisoners,” Comrade Khrushchev said, “be¬ 
cause he ordered the arrests. Despite that, what happened must 
be told. Neither silence nor glossing over will increase the 
authority of the Party; rather it will take frank discussion.” 

I represented this point of view from the beginning, and this 
is now my stand on the question of rehabilitation. I fought in 
the Political Committee for the vindication of my stand, just 
as I did in the Rehabilitation Committee, from which I re¬ 
signed at that time because of rising opposition. 

In my report addressed to the March session of the Central 
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Committee, I expressed my views, based on the above-cited 
viewpoints, about the rehabilitations and the related problems 
of state security. The evidence of the half-year since the March 
resolution, and Rikosi’s recent speech at Csepel, indicate that 
Rakosi does not want to settle these matters—i.e., the great 
trials, principally the Rajk trial—frankly and thoroughly, but 
rather in a way to gloss over former mistakes and to hide crimes 
and criminals. Mdtyds Rakosi’s attempt to induce various com¬ 
rades to help him hush up this affair regardless of the truth or 
of the facts is proof of that. 

The denial of human honor, of Communist morality, and of 
socialist legality, however, brings grim retribution. Whoever 
acts contrary to this has only himself to blame and should not 
charge iBie with damaging the authority of Party leadership. 



Epilogue 


George Paloczi-Horvath 


Imre Nagy completed this appeal to the Soviet and Hungarian 
Communist Party leadership at the beginning of July, 1956. A 
Russian translation was sent to the Soviet Ambassador in Buda¬ 
pest. The Hungarian manuscript was read by many members 
of the Central Executive of the Hungarian Communist Party. 
At that time a political trial was in preparation against Imre 
Nagy, The press campaign against him and his followers was 
renewed and it became more intensive than it had been in 
November, 1955, after he was expelled from the Party. 

When the Central Executive met on July 12, 1956, the F'irst 
Secretary of the Party arrived with a carefully prepared new 
resolution. He suggested that the “Imre Nagy any-Party con¬ 
spiracy” should be liquidated at once. He had a list of four 
hundred people whose arrest he demanded. The first name on 
the list was that of Imre Nagy. He suggested further that the 
Writer’s Association, the Literary Gazette (Irodalmi Ujsag) and 
the Petbfi Circle of university youth should be banned. This 
resolution, soon after the Twentieth Congress of the Soviet 
Communist Party, would have meant a full return to Stalinism 
in Hungary, when in the Soviet Union the anti-Stalin line was 
still going strong. Several members of the Central Executive 
were strongly against the resolution. The debate lasted for sev¬ 
eral days. Some members of the Executive went to the Soviet 
Embassy and have reported that Rdkosi’s resolution, if carried, 
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would provoke disturbances within the Communist Party. On 
die 17th day of July Mikoyan arrived by air, demoted Rikosi 
and made Erno Gerb First Secretary. But for this last-minute 
Soviet intervention, Imre Nagy and his associates would have 
figured in a large-scale confession trial in Budapest. 

In the pre-revolutionary atmosphere the demand for Imre 
Nagy’s full rehabilitation grew stronger. He was readmitted to 
the Party on the 14th of October and became Premier again 
on the 24th. 

Imre Nagy’s role in the October revolution is well known. 
This book proves that his decision to renounce the Warsaw 
Pact, to declare Hungary’s independence and neutrality, was 
not forced upon him by “counterrevolutionary” reactionary 
elements. He clearly stated in 1955 that Hungary should stay 
outside the power blocs, that for Hungary neutrality was the 
only possibility for national survival. These statements in the 
book are used now by the Soviet and Hungarian Communist 
newspapers to prove that Imre Nagy “conspired since 1955 
against the Warsaw pact.” A true Communist—these articles 
emphasize—cannot be neutral in the fight between the “social¬ 
ist camp” and the “imperialistic camp.” Consequently Imre 
Nagy had already committed treason against the Communist 
cause in 1955 when he suggested neutrality for Hungary. “A 
true Communist cannot call the ‘socialist camp' a power bloc. 
Imre Nagy only pretended to be a Communist, in fact he was 
already in 1955 an imperialist agent,” asserts the July 28, 1957, 
issue of Nepszahadsag, the official organ of the Hungarian Com¬ 
munist Party. 

On the /|th of November, after the second Soviet attack, Imre 
Nagy with seventeen of his closest associates and their families 
took refuge in the Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest. On No¬ 
vember 14, Prime Minister and Party Leader Janos Kadar told 
a delegation of Budapest workers (who had asked that Nagy 
should take over leadership of the government) that if Nagy 
left the Yugoslav Embassy “it would be possible to consult and 
reach agreement with him.” Meanwhile negotiations were go¬ 
ing on between the Kadar government and that of Yugoslavia 
about the future of Imre Nagy and his associates. On the 21st 
of November Premier Kadar signed an agreement according to 
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which Imre Nagy and his associates could return to their homes 
in Budapest. The Hungarian government reaffirmed in writing 
''the statement which has already been given verbally on several 
previous occasions that it has no intention of taking punitive 
action against Imre Nagy and members of his group because of 
their past activities” 

During the negotiations Premier Kadar offered to send a bus 
to the Yugoslav Embassy to take the Hungarian politicians to 
their respective homes. This was important because at that time 
there was no transportation in the city. 

The refugees in the Yugoslav Embassy called up their friends 
and families on the afternoon of the 22nd and announced their 
arrival home for 7:00 a.m. that evening. 

At 6:30 a large bus drove up to the Yugoslav Embassy. Imre 
Nagy and associates entered the bus with two Yugoslav Embassy 
officials who had the task of seeing them safely home. A few 
blocks from the embassy Soviet Security Police cars and tanks 
surrounded the bus and Soviet officers tried to board it. Imre 
Nagy and the Yugoslav diplomats protested in vain. The Yugo¬ 
slav diplomats were forced to leave the bus, which, accompanied 
by Soviet armored cars, was taken to an unknown destination. 
The Yugoslav Embassy immediately protested against this 
breach of the signed agreement. Kadar and his Deputy Premier, 
Dr. Munnich, pretended that they knew nothing about the kid¬ 
naping. They might have spoken the truth because next day, 
on the 23rd of October, Nepakarat published the text of the 
already broken Hungarian-Yugoslav agreement and the safe- 
conduct given to Mr. Nagy and associates. The paper also re¬ 
ported that they had left the Yugoslav Embassy to return to 
their homes in Budapest. 

On the afternoon of the 23rd, Premier Kadar declared that 
Imre Nagy had requested that he should be taken to Rumania. 
Two days later he justified the deportation on the ground that 
"counterrevolutionaries might have murdered Imre Nagy as a 
provocation ” Nagy was therefore still treated as a possible 
victim of counterrevolutionaries, rather than as one of their 
number. 

He is now in solitary confinement somewhere in the Soviet 
world. He is the most important prisoner of the international 
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Security Police network directed from Moscow. Since his abduc¬ 
tion they have tried everything to break his resistance. The 
great rigged trial concerning the Hungarian revolution cannot 
be staged without his confession. And this rigged trial should 
be the final proof that the thousands of Soviet tanks did not 
fight last year in Hungary to squash the unanimous uprising of 
the Hungarian people, but to crush a counterrevolution staged 
by imperialist agents. 

Prisoners in the Soviet orbit usually confess soon after a su¬ 
preme Party resolution has indicted them. It is the task of the 
Security Police to obtain the confession. The joint declaration 
of the Soviet and Hungarian Communist Parties stated on 
March 28, 1957: 

The Nagy-Losonezy group of traitors had been hand in glove 
with the counterrevolutionary underground long before the Oc¬ 
tober events, while falsely professing their allegiance to socialism. 
Over a period of many years that group had been shattering the 
Hungarian Working People’s Party from within. . . . Imre Nagy 
and his confederates traveled a road common to all revisionists. 
Having departed from the principles of Marxism-Leninism, they 
quickly slid into a position of undisguised cooperation with 
counterrevolutionary elements and became the executors ... of 
reaction. 

Incontrovertible facts and documents at the disposal of the 
Hungarian Government show that the armed action of counter¬ 
revolutionary forces in Hungary in October-November, 1956, was 
prepared under the direct guidance and with the participation 
of Western aggressive quarters. 

In thirty years of Soviet practice such a Party indictment was 
usually followed by an appropriate confession trial. At the end 
of August, 1957, there was a clear indication from Budapest that 
plans for the trial were ready. The official spokesman of the 
Budapest Foreign Office, w^ho had previously denied the rumors 
about the preparations for a trial of Imre Nagy, made the fol¬ 
lowing statement: '‘I fully realize that bourgeois public opinion 
is quite excited by the possibility of an Imre Nagy trial. I am 
sorry that I cannot satisfy curiosity in this respect. I can state 
one thing though: The courts of the Hungarian People's Re- 
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public institute proceedings against everyone who endangers 
the rule of the working class.” 

And Imre Nagy is being almost daily accused with precisely 
the same crime by the Hungarian Communist press. His asso¬ 
ciates who were kidnaped with him and abducted to Rumania 
have been prisoners since early spring in the Fo Utca jail of 
the Budapest Security Police. His own whereabouts are not 
known. But it is more than obvious that a rigged trial is being 
prepared against him and his friends. All the Security Police 
want is their confession. But they do not seem to confess. Imre 
Nagy himself is in a very strong position. He is a mortally sick 
man. He had a serious heart attack before the revolution and 
his doctors have warned him that too much strain and excite¬ 
ment will kill him. So the usual methods of the Soviet Security 
Police cannot be applied in his case for fear that the next heart 
attack will take him out of reach of brain-washing. 

Imre Nagy, sixty-one years old at the time of this writing, 
cares more for his historical reputation than for his physical 
existence. He realizes full well that by confessing to nonexistent 
crimes, he would besmirch the (ause for which he fought. As 
one who spent five years in Security Police jails and went 
through fourteen months of brain washing, the writer must, 
however, state this: Torture, sleeplessness, utter degradation, 
cold and hunger and the subtler means of brain washing have a 
different effect on each individual. Many are those who have 
gone insane during this experience, many are those whose spirit 
has been completely broken, although they had been all their 
lives men of great courage and integrity. All one can safely state 
is that the sixty-one-year-old Imre Nagy by withstanding for 
more than ten months his tormentors proved himself to be of 
exceptional courage and integrity. There is no doubt that the 
Soviet Security Police network never had as important a task 
as the breaking of Imre Nagy. The staging of his trial is of 
supreme importance to the entire Soviet orbit. This rigged trial 
should disprove the report of the UNO Special Committee on 
Hungary; it should put a thick smokescreen around the ugly 
fact that Soviet tanks were fighting against the united working 
class of a socialist country. 

How proud the Communist leaders were that in the Soviet 
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orbit they never had to fight with tanks and guns against “the 
simple working people/' The East Berlin and Poznan risings 
were disquieting symptoms. But the Hungarian eruption repre¬ 
sented deadly danger to the system. 

In their own countries, in the so-called “free world," how often 
have they used tanks against the working people and the unem¬ 
ployed, tear gas, weapons, bludgeons, hundreds and thousands of 
policemen, gendarmes and soldiers against those who only asked 
for bread? . . . Wliat wouldn't the “Voice of America" give to 
be able to cite just one example of tanks being used against the 
masses in a socialist country, one example where it had been 
necessary to use tanks and arms the w^ay it occurs every day in 
the countries of the so-called “free world"? 

So spoke Imre Nagy's treacherous adversary, Mdtyds Rakosi, 
then dictator of Hungary. Imre Nagy's rigged trial should prove 
that thousands of Soviet tanks were not employed against the 
masses, but against counterrevolutionary capitalists, imperialist 
agents and fascist beasts. The Soviet and colonial press—because 
the word satellite gives an exaggerated impression of freedom— 
has concentrated for months on an all-out drive to falsify recent 
history. It has to be proved that the Hungarian revolution was 
a counterrevolution, instigated by Western imperialists and 
fought by Horthyites, 

The Epilogue to Imre Nagy's book would be incomplete 
without a survey of this great drive for the falsification of the 
history of the Hungarian revolution by the Soviet and colonial 
press. In this drive attacks against Imre Nagy play an im¬ 
portant part. 

During the revolution, Pravda, the Soviet leaders, and Mr. 
Kadar had nothing to say against Imre Nagy. On the 30th of 
October, after Mr. Nagy announced the end of one-party rule, 
Kadar, who was a member of the Nagy government, referred to 
Imre Nagy in a radio broadcast as his “much respected country¬ 
man." He added that the presidency of the Communist Party 
''jully approves of the decisions:^ On the first of November 
Kadar made the following broadcast: 
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Hungarian workers, peasants and intellectuals ... In a glori¬ 
ous uprising our people have shaken off the Riikosi regime. They 
have achieved freedom for the people, independence for the 
country, without which there can be no socialism. . . . We can 
safely say that the ideological and organizational leaders who 
prepared the uprising w^ere recruited from among your ranks. 
Hungarian Communist writers, journalists, university students, 
the youth of the Petofi Circle, thousands and thousands of 
peasants, and veteran fighters who had been imprisoned on false 
charges fought in the front line against the Rakosi-ite despotism 
and political hooliganism. 

After November 4, the line changed. But at first there were 
only cautious remarks about counterrevolutionary elements 
exploiting the just uprising of the people. Imre Nagy was then 
treated as a weakling carried along by the “counterrevolu¬ 
tionaries'' against his will. Thus Kadar said in a broadcast on 
November 11, 1956: “I, as a Minister in Imre Nagy’s govern¬ 
ment, must openly state that to the best of my knowledge 
neither Imre Nagy nor his political groups meant knowingly to 
support the regime of counterrevolution." 

The Soviet press did not attack Imre Nagy as a traitor to his 
country until January, 1957. It was admitted that the original 
uprising was caused by real grievances. Pravda stated on No¬ 
vember 23: 

The former Party and government leadership in Hungary 
mechanically copied the experience of the Soviet Union in the 
field of industrialization, regardless of the fact that the leaders 
of the . . . Hungarian Communist Party were frequently given 
comradely advice not to do so. 

A long list of examples followed, ranging from the overde¬ 
velopment of industry and failure to provide more consumer 
goods and raise the standard of living, to the insistence that 
Hungarians should have their hair cut and their school lessons 
marked in the Russian fashion. 

On January 5, 1957, Khrushchev and Malenkov visited Buda¬ 
pest. From that day on, Imre Nagy became a traitor, and two 
months later, an imperialist agent. 
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In November and December both the Soviet and the Hun¬ 
garian Communist press blamed former Party dictator R^kosi 
and Ger 5 for everything. In the above-quoted article, Pravda 
stated: 

. . . There is not doubt that the former . . . leadership, headed 
by Rakosi and Gerd, is to blame, for . . . they committed gross 
mistakes both in general political questions and in the field of 
economic policy and cultural development. ... In such circum¬ 
stances dissatisfaction became increasingly bitter until finally it 
led to street demonstrations in Budapest on October 23. 

Now, however, it has to be proved that there was no popular 
dissatisfaction, no general uprising; hence Rdkosi and Gero 
must be whitewashed in order to blacken Imre Nagy all the 
more. 

Nepszabadag wrote on March 7, 1957: 

The Imre Nagy group, which turned counterrevolutionary, 
simply cannot be bracketed together with the old leadership. 
However serious may have been the faults committed by Com¬ 
rades Rakosi and Gero . . . neither Rakosi nor Gero concluded 
an alliance with the counterrevolutionary forces against the prole¬ 
tarian dictatorship. 

The present rulers of Hungary called R.ikosi a sadist criminal 
for the murder of Laszlo Rajk and his group. Now Imre Nagy 
and Geza Losonczy are accused of ‘'arranging the funeral of 
Rajk and partners,'' In fact, at the time of the ceremonial re¬ 
burial of Laszlo Rajk on October 6, 1956, neither Nagy nor 
Losonczy was a member of the Party leadership. The reburial 
was arranged by Kadar and his present associates. If anyone ex¬ 
ploited the occasion to incite against Rakosi and his gang, it was 
the two principal speakers at the funeral. 

Ferenc Munnish, at present First Deputy Premier, said: “He 
[Rajk] was destroyed by the sadist criminals that crawled to day¬ 
light from the swamps of the cult of personality. ... It was in 
the swamps of that cult that the falsification of history, syco¬ 
phancy, careerism, condemnation of tradition and trampling on 
laws grew and thrived." 



Antal Apro, at present Kadar’s Minister of Industry, said: 
‘'We have called and will call to account in the Party and state 
leadership those who have committed these shameful, illegal 
acts/’ 

But both of them speak now of Rakosi as a comrade who com¬ 
mitted some “errors,” and of Imre Nagy as a traitor, who by 
arranging the Rajk funeral gave the last impetus to the revo¬ 
lution. 

Within little more than a year of the Twentieth Party Con¬ 
gress, when Mikoyan denounced the “historical nonsense” 
written under Stalin, the Soviet and colonial public have been 
and are being presented with distortions at least as gross. But 
the falsification of that recent period of history, which is so 
desperately important to the Soviet leadership, cannot be 
achieved—so they believe—without the help of Imre Nagy and 
his principal associates. They have to confess, to make the case 
complete. And they do not confess. And Imre Nagy even from 
prison serves the truth. This book is the greatest obstacle to the 
success of the falsification drive. If Western readers perliaps find 
it hard to understand the full impact of this “dissertation,” it 
is because it is couched in the usual Marxist terminology. But 
for readers beyond the Iron Curtain—and the attacks against it 
prove that it has many readers there—it is a most important in¬ 
dictment not only of Rakosi but also of his Kremlin masters. 
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